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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue supeEs, and everyone who has occasion to consult the 
cause clerks and the Chancery Cause List books, will hear with 

regret that Mr. Grosrsr, the admirable and most efficient senior 
cause clerk, has been seriously ill. We learn with pleasure that 
he is now in a fair way for recovery, and hopes to resume his 
duties early next sittings. 





Tue wist of appeals for the Trinity Sittings presents, as was 
anticipated, a very small amount of work for the two divisions 
of the Court of | ional There are 47 Queen’s Bench final 
ag teem epee ag and 15 cases in the New 

al Paper. There are only 15 pry new appeals, in addition 
to two from the County Palatine of Lancaster, making up the 
total number of a to 85, as compared with 89 last sittings. 





Tue List of causes, &c., in the books of the several judges of 
the Chancery Division comprises 56 before Mr. Justice Ourrry, 
84 before Mr. Justice Norru, 63 before Mr, Justice Srinina, 
583 before Mr. Justice Kexewicu, and 64 before Mr. Justice 
Romer, making a total of 320, consisting of 217 witness actions, 
91 non-witness actions and adjourned summonses, and 12 
further considerations. The list for the Trinity Sittings, 1898, 
showed a total of 467 cases. 
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the pur, Daring 
pacha neg list, rg of enich were heard; now, 


with a period of twelve weeks in the 217 witness ac- 
tions in the list should be opined oft} addition to some mm 
will be set down from time to time. 
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Tux Too tone delayed retirement of Mr. Munperia from the 
Presidency of the Board of Trade will not do much to restore 
the oredit ¢ of that department. Mr. Justice Vavonan Wintiams® 
deliberate statement in open court that “in this very case [i.¢., 
the case in which Mr . aromas wescensemetid an Resets 
rule that the Board of ‘Trade had no jurisdiction to forbid the 
resentation oaling and ee Gees oe omomeanat 

Fay! , and my » Mm consequence 

by the Board Pig to make a declaration in open 
wedge. the jurisdiction of the Board of Trade ia 
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controlling the official receiver”; and his further comments on 
the delay which had occurred in the proceedings under the order 
for winding up, for which he said he ‘could not recognize any 
sufficient reason,’”’ constitute an accusation of a kind which we 
are inclined to think has never before been made against an 
English legal department. And, as we pointed out several weeks 
ego, the “interview” with a press representative, in which 
the Inspector-General shtempiel a reply to this accusation, 
afforded no adequate answer. The purport of his statement 
was that the Board of Trade, acting in its official character, had 
not attempted to forbid the presentation of a report by the 
official receiver either in the case in which Mr. MunpELLA was 
concerned or in any other case. He did not say that no 
official of the Board of Trade had, on his own authority, 
attempted to persuade or influence the official receiver into not 
presenting, or withdrawing, the report. He said nothing about 
the delay referred to by the learned judge. And, although 
attention was at once drawn in these columns to these omis- 
sions, they have not hitherto been supplied. In the absence 
of any such specific denial, the profession and the public can 
only arrive at one conclusion. That some influence was used, 
or intended to be used, would appear to be intimated by the 
learned judge. And if it was used, or intended to be used, 
by any official of the Board of Trade, it would appear to be 
necessary, in order that that department may recover its 
credit, for such official to follow the example now set by Mr. 
MunveE ta. 





Tue meantnc of the provision in the Finance Bill, clause 6 
(1) (a) that no allowance is to be made in respect of a debt 
incurred or incumbrance created by the deceased where it was 
not incurred or created “for full consideration in money or 
money’s worth for the deceased’s own use or benefit,” is by no 
means clear. What is the meaning of incurring a debt “ for 
one’s own use or benefit.” Surely if a man incurs a debt it ought 
to be considered that he did so for his own benefit; he must 
know his own affairs better than other people do. So that the 
words are nugatory. If this is the true construction, the words 
ought to be struck out. But if this is not the true construction, 
a most heavy burden will be thrown on executors; they will 
have to ascertain the reason for which the deceased contracted 
each of his debts. It has not hitherto been the practice for 
are who borrow money to keep any record of their reasons 
or doing so, so that no executor will be able to prove that the 
debt was contracted for the deceased’s ‘‘own use or benefit.” 
Consider how differently this will operate in the case of a man 
whose fortune is readily realizable, and a man whose fortune is 
invested in trade or in land. If the former wants money he can 
sell, but the trader is generally unable to withdraw money from 
his business, both he and the landowner have to borrow. So 
that if each of these three persons wishes to advance £1,000 to a 
son to start him in life, they will be treated differently. We 
cannot conceive a clause that will give rise to greater trouble 
to executors and trustees. It appears to us to throw on them 
a task which, in the case of old debts, is one that they 
cannot perform. Probably the object of the clause is to 
prevent a landowner from providing for a child by making a 
— on his land in his favour or by making a mortgage and 
handing over the mortgage money to him. But why should 
either of these acts be prohibited? There is no evasion of the 
Act if the charge takes place at the time of its execution and 
if interest is paid; evasion will only take place if the charge 
bears no interest and is not to be paid till death. Occasionally 
the inquiries that will have to be made will cause most painful 
revelations as to the conduct of living persons. A man dies, 
he made a mortgage forty years ago; it may turn out that he 
incurred the debt to avoid the exposure of some youthful folly 
of a man who survives, and has ever since the loan lived a most 


perfect life. 


In THE RECENT case of Williams v. Vere Kexewicn, J., seems 
to have thrown doubt on the propriety of a solicitor carrying 
on two or more businesses under different names. The action 
had been settled on the terms that the defendants should pay 
& specified sum for damages and the taxed costs, but when the 
time for payment of costs arrived] the defendants objected that 








the plaintiff had acted by a person who was not a qualified 
solicitor, and that the costs, therefore, could not be recovered 
(Fowler v. Monmouthshire Canal Co., 4 Q. B. D. 334). It ap- 
peared that Mr. O., who had really conducted the action, was 
in fact not a qualified solicitor, but an explanation of his posi- 
tion was forthcoming. The plaintiff's nominal solicitors were 
O. & Co., and the business of O. & Co. belonged to Mr. M., who 
employed Mr. O. as his clerk. Mr. M. also carried on business 
as i & Co. in the same building, though in different offices. 
Clearly in this arrangement there are some points that are 

eculiar, but the question whether Mr. M. did carry on the 
Sadao of O. & Co. was solely one of fact, and when the-fact 
was established there could be no doubt that the costs were 
recoverable. Kxrxewicu, J., remarked that the client was 
entitled to know who his solicitor was, and that the practice of 
carrying on two or more businesses under different names might, 
in the case of a dishonest man, lead to tricks. But neither objec- 
tion seems to be very formidable. The particular tricks to be 
anticipated were not stated, nor was it suggested that any client 
had ever been injured by the use of a firm name. It is to be 
noticed that Kexewicu, J., did not feel justified in acting on 
these objections, and he ordered the defendants to pay the costs, 
contenting himself with saying that the matter deserved the 
earnest consideration of the Incorporated Law Society. With 
all deference to the learned judge, we think that the practice on 
this point is tolerably well settled. It is an essential part of the 
= of a solicitor’s business that the purchaser of the 

usiness should be allowed to use the firm name, and, at first at 
any rate, he usually does so. He may add his own name, and in 
course of time he may drop the old names, but this is at his 
option. His clients know perfectly well who he is, but the use 
of the firm name secures the continuity of the business. The 
same considerations apply where there are several businesses. 
It is clear that a solicitor can carry on businesses in different 
places, and, if he can do so in his own name, he can also 
continue to use the firm name of any business which he acquires. 
There have from time to time been doubts whether the goodwill 
of a solicitor’s business and the right to use the firm name could 
be sold (see Candler v. Carden, Jac. 225; Arundell vy. Bell, 52 
L. J. Ch. 537); but in practice it is continually done, and there 
appears to be no reason why the purchaser should not, as in 
other businesses, make such use as he pleases of the firm name, 
provided no person is deceived thereby. 





HirE-AND-PURCHASE agreements have by recent decisions 
been rendered precarious transactions to the owner who has 

arted with his goods, but has not received his purchase-money. 

he decision of the Court of Appeal in Helby vy. Matthews (re- 
ported elsewhere), unless the House of Lords take a different 
view, has dealt a serious blow to this species of agreement, 
and has, we believe, caused some excitement in the hiring 
trade. In this case a piano had been hired on the usual hire- 
purchase system, the purchase-money being payable by instal- 
ments. On payment of all such instalments, the piano was to 
become the property of the hirer, but until that event was to 
remain the property of the letter, The hirer might return the 
piano before the expiration of the period named for payment of 
all instalments, and in this case would only be liable for past 
instalments due as rent for hire. Such was the agreement in 
outline. While holding the piano under this agreement, the 
hirer pawned the piano to raise money for his own purposes, 
and the action was brought to recover possession of the piano 
by the owner or letter against the pawnbroker, who had taken 
the piano without notice of any other claim. The county court 
judge and the Divisional Court (Lord Cotzrmerz, O.J., and 

AY, J.) held that the plaintiff was entitled to recover his piano, 
but the Court of Appeal (Lord Esuer, M.R., and A. L, Surrn 
and Davey, L.JJ.) reversed their decision, and have held that a 
hire and purchase agreement of this kind is an agreement “ to 
buy” within the meaning of section 9 of the Factors Act, 1889, 
and that a pawnbroker advancing money on the security of 
goods pledged by the hirer-purchaser bond fide and without 
notice is protected and is entitled to retain such goods until the 
pledge is redeemed by payment of his advance. The effect of 
this construction of the ae Act is, in short, to treat the 
hirer-purchaser under such an agreement as a factor or mer- 
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cantile t of the owner with apparent 
such . It-may be observed that this ion is an exten- 
sion to an ordinary hire and purchase agreement of the con- 
struction put upon the same section by the Oourt of Ap 

in Lee v. Butler (42 W. R. 88; 1893, 2 Q, B. 318), in which 
case, it may be remembered, furniture under a so-called 
hire and purchase agreement was sold pending the agreement 
by the hirer-purchaser to the defendant, who bought without 
notice. The agreement in Lee v. Butler was certainly somewhat 
unusual in form, and suggests some doubt as to its being in 
good faith a hire-purchase agreement, and, among other differ- 
ences, it did not contain the clause, which that in Helby v. 
Matthews contained, to the effect that the hirer might tefminate 
the hiring by delivering the piano to the owner. both cases 
the principal point was whether the hirer-purchaser had “ agreed 
to buy” the goods. In the more recent case he certainly was 
in the position of a person who was entitled to exercise an option 
to purchase, but it is not so clear that he had actually to 
buy. The Court of Appeal have, however, held that he had, 
and their view will at present control the legal construction of 
all similar agreements. Whether the Factors Acts were intended 
to include a bond fide hire and purchase ent is another 
matter, but it seems remarkable that the point has only been so 
recently decided. 


to dispose of 





Tae Hovsz or Lorps (ante, p. 455) have affirmed the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal in Hewlett v. Allen (39 
W. R. 197; 1892, 2 Q. B. 662), but for reasons different 
from those advanced in the elaborate judgment of Lord 
Esuer and Bowsrn, L.J. By section 3 of the Truck Act, 
1831, it is provided that the entire amount of the wages 
earned by any artificer in the trades in the Act mentioned 
‘‘shall be actually paid to such artificer in the current coin of 
this realm, and not otherwise.’ If this could be taken as meaning 
that the wages must be paid to the artificer nally, no 
difficulty would arise, but such a construction wel eenetianehe 
inconvenient. There are numerous cases in which the payment 
must be made to some person other than the artificer—his wife 
or a friend—and the question is where to draw the line. If the 
artificer can authorize payment to an t who will forthwith 
hand the cash over to him, he can equally authorize payment to 
an agent who will apply.the cash in paying his debts, and it is 
the same if‘he authorizes payment directly to his creditor. In 
any such case the master parts with the whole amount of the 
wages in cash, and the cash is dis of at the bidding of the 
artificer. But so far the mode of application of the money has 
nothing to do with the terms of the contract between master and 
workman. In Hewlett vy. Allen it was a condition of the plaintiff's 
employment that she should become a member of the sick and 
accident club instituted in connection with the employer’s works, 
and a weekly deduction from her wages was e and devoted 
to the club funds. The House of Lords have held that, since 
this was a deduction authorized by her, it was a payment to her 
in cash within the meaning of the Act. In other words, payment 
at the workman’s direction—that is, to the club—is a good pay- 
ment in cash within the Act, although it is a term of the employ- 
ment that the payment shall be made in that way, and that the 
club shall retain the cash and supply the workman with certain 
benefits in lieu thereof. This seems to be carrying the doctrine 
of authorized payments further than the policy of the Act 
warrants. In strictness the reasoning of the Court of Appeal 
seems more correct. It was there held that there had been no 
payment of the full wage in cash within the meaning of the Act, 
but that in an action for the balance the master was not debarred 
from pleading a set-off. Section 4 necessarily prohibits such a 
plea in respect of goods supplied, since otherwise, in a case of 
direct violation of the Act, the workman would be unable to 
recover his wagés; but apart from this the plea is open to the 
master, and protects him against having to pay over again what 
he has already paid with the workman’sassent. So far, however, 
as the mutual rights of master and workman are concerned, the 
result is the same whichever mode of reasoning is adopted. 





Tue supcment of Vavanan Wrtttams, J., in Re Genera! 
Phosphate Corporation (Limited) (ante, p. 458) reverts to the 


natural construction of section 8, sub-section (2), of the Com- 
panies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and in future a public examina- 
tion of officers of a company in liquidation will not be ordered 
unless the further report of the official receiver states i ly 
that in his opinion some fraud has been committed, though he 
need not state who is the guilty person. The sub-section pro- 
vides that the official receiver may make a further ré 
‘stating the manner in which the company was formed, and 
whether in his opinion any fraud has been committed by any 

rson in the promotion or formation of the company, or by any 
hire tor or other officer of the company in relation to the 
company since the formation th ”; and by sub-section 
(3) the court may, after consideration of the report, direct 
a public examination. But in spite of this distinct require- 
ment of an expression of opinion by the official receiver, it 
has become the practice for the report to state only the cir- 
cumstances from which fraud might be inferred, leaving it to 
the court to draw the n inference. This practice was 
supposed to have been sanctioned by the Court of — in Re 
Trust and Investment Corporation of South Africa (Limited) (40 
W. R. 689; 1892, 3 Ch. 332), and it was formally approved by 
Vauenan WiiuaMs, J., in Re Laxon & Ov. (41 W. R. 62; 1893, 
1 Ch. 210). The observations, however, of the members of the 
Court of Appeal in Re The New Zealand Loan and Mercantile 
Agency Co. (Limited) have led Vavenan Wrtttams, J., to re- 
consider the matter. The difficulty in following the strict 
requirement of the sub-section seems, in his view, to lie in the 
circumstance that the official receiver is not in a position, when 
making his report, to form any definite opinion as to fraud; the 
utmost he can do is to state that, on the information before him, 
there is a primd facie case of fraud. But surely itis easier to read 
the sub-section as insisting only on a provisional opinion of this 
kind, rather than to treat the words as superfluous by requiring 
no expression of opinion at all. In the nature of things, the 
opinion of the official receiver, which is to be preliminary to 
the examination, cannot be such an opinion as he would form 
after the whole facts have been brought out by the examination. 
At the same time, it is a tee to the court that the 
information immediately forthcoming has been carefully 
weighed, and has been deemed by an independent authority to 
furnish a presumption of fraud, and it is exactly this guarantee 
that the Act appears to have intended. In future, as appears 
from the judgment of Vavenan Wittiams, J., this guarantee 
must be forthcoming. . 








A FINAL WORD ON RE HOLLOWAY, 


Tue full report of Re Holloway which appeared in last week’s 
issue of Tue Weexty Rerorrer (42 WR. 433) more than 
justifies the demand which we have advanced (ante, p. 412) that 
the effect of that decision should be counteracted by a rule of 
court. Before proceeding to call attention to certain features of 
the decision which the fuller report of the case discloses, we 
have a word to say about the existing state of things. 
According to our information, this is precisely how matters 
stand at present. Summonses which the full Court of Appeal 
have decided in Re Holloway to be ordinary summonses—that is, 
summonses for the issue of which no higher fee than three 
shillings can be rightly demanded—are being daily issued as ten- 
shilling summonses, or, to be more precise, the legal public are 
being ogg an seven shillings more for every one of them 
than the legal fee. The excuse given for this, as we 
are informed, is that “something is going to be done.” The 
only remark we have to make is that we hope that “ some- 
oe, Sas Bing Mew big done quickly. There 
are such persons in the D ivision as taxing masters, 
and those capable officials rg apt to allow solicitors the 
correct fee without regard to the fee they have paid. About 
half, or two-thirds, of the summonses issued in the Chancery 
Division during the past month are, according to the ruling in 
Re Holloway, ordinary three-shilling summonses; and yet in 
every case, we believe, a ten fee has been exacted. 
What is to happen in these cases when taxation is reached? 





Will the Treasury recoup the solicitor who has seven shillings 
taxed off the ten shillings charged in his bill for payment out of 
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pocket for the issuing fee? The longer the matter is delayed 
the greater becomes the evil created by Re Holloway. The case 
either rules the practice, or it does not. If it does, there is no 
possible excuse for charging ten shillings for issuing a statutory 
originating summons in Chancery, seeing that, according to that 
decision, none of those summonses are originating summonses at 
all, and the fee of ten shillings can legally be charged for an 
originating summons only, and not for any other summons. If it 
does not rule the practice, how does it come about, as we are in- 
formed is the case, that since it was decided all summonses origi- 
nating proceedings in the Queen’s Bench Division have been issued 
as three-shilling summonses instead of ten-shilling summonses ? 
Prior to Re Holloway the charge for these summonses was ten 
shillings. The case is acted upon, apparently, in the Queen’s 
Bench Division, and sturdily ignored in the Chancery Division. 
Some of our readers who have not had occasion during the last 
month to issue an originating summons in the Chancery Divi- 
sion may be inclined to observe that it is a solicitor’s own fault 
if he consents to pay ten shillings for a three-shilling summons, 
and if he afterwards comes to be mulcted of the odd seven 
shillings he has only himself to blame. But the answer is that 
if he had not paid the ten shillings demanded he would not have 
been allowed to issue any summons at all until the day arrives 
when the promised ‘‘something” is done. How would he then 
stand with his client, who would find it difficult to fathom the 
mysteries of the situation created by Re Jolloway?’ The fact 
that no statutory (originating) summons in Chancery bas been 
issued for less than ten shillings only shews that He Holloway 
has been boycotted in the Chancery Division. If this boy- 
cotting will only extend to the taxing masters it will not so 
much matter; but it is more easy to ignore such a decision in 
taking the fee on issuing the summons than on taxation, when 
the rectitude of the charge is challenged and the case is cited as 
the authority. 

This brings us to the further question which must be raised 
in any case. Even if a rule of court is made which restores the 
suspended animation of the statutory originating summons, 
what is to be done about those which have been issued as 
originating summonses during the period of suspension—that is, 
between the decision in Ze /olloway and the date when it is 
overruled—if such a thing happens? This is a detail which 
will have to be dealt with, for the overcharge has now been 
going on for a month, and must in the aggregate amount to 
several pounds a day. 

One more word on the existing state of things. There are 
statutory summonses originating proceedings which are common 
to both Chancery and Queen’s Bench, the procedure in which is 
supposed to be governed by the same statutes, rules, regula- 
tions, and judicial decisions. And yet if a person now desires 
to issue such a summons he hasacurious choice open to him. If 
he goes to the Chancery Division he must pay ten shillings, and 
have an originating summons with an eight-days’ return, If he 
goes to the Queen’s Bench Division he can have the same sum- 
mons (only it is not called an originating summons) for three 
shillings, and have a two-days’ return, We recommend this as 
an object lesson in “ Fusion of Law and Equity.” 

Passing now to the judgment, there are one or two points to 
which we will call attention, which will, we think, serve to 
emphasize what we have said in our previous articles (ante, pp. 
895, 412). The following extracts are taken from the report in 
Tne Weerxty Rerorter. We have ourselves arranged the 
order of sequence of our quotations solely for the sake of leading 
clearly up to the point to which we desire to call attention, as 
far as possible, in the words of the judges themselves. 

“Ssarn, L.J.—‘ Ord. 71, r. 1, of the Rules of 1883 defines “ originating 
summons ” as being ‘‘a summons by which proceedings are commenced 
without writ.’”” Iread that as meaning a summons by which proceedings 
are commenced without writ which might otherwise have been commenced 
by writ.’”’ 

We quote that passage as containing a succinct embodiment of 
the whole judgment. Let us now see the grounds on which 
that definition of an originating summons was arrived at. 

**Linpiey, L.J.—‘In 1852 a simplification was made in Chancery pro- 
cedure, by which in certain cases a suit might be commenced by what was 
called a summons originating proceedings in chambers. This expression 


was afterwards shortened into originating tummons. It was a way of 
commencing a suit otherwise than by bill.’’’ 


‘* Masrer or THE Rotis.—‘ In Chancery all suits were originally com- 
menced by bill (a writ of summons being substituted by the Judicature Act), 
but that was an expensive process, and a cheaper and shorter process was 
invented in which, in cases where the judge thought fit, a dispute between 
parties might be determined otherwise than by bill, and that process was 
commenced by what was called an originating summons.’’ 

This, then, is the history, according to Re Holloway, of “a 
summons originating proceedings” which afterwards came to be 
called an “originating summons.” Let us see what corrobora- 
tion is afforded by the General Orders issued under the Act of 
1852, to which Linviey, L.J., referred, which will be found in 
the Chancery Consolidated Orders (ord. 35, rr. 6, 9). 

‘*6. In cases of applications under the Statute 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, ss. 
45 and 47 (the Chancery Procedure Act, 1852, to which Linviey, L.J., 
referred), applications originating in chambers for guardianship and main- 
tenance of infants, and all other applications originating in chambers, a dupli- 
cate of the summons shall be filed in the Record and Writ Clerks’ Office, 
and in cases where service is required the copies served shall be stamped 
in the manner provided, &c. (16 October, 1852, ord. 4).”’ 

‘©9. Where proceedings originate in chambers the parties served shall 
enter appearances in the Record and Writ Clerks’ Office, and give notice 
thereof (16 October, 1852, ord. 7).”’ 

Now, these two rules do not corroborate the history of the 
learned judges; indeed, they traverse it directly. The Record 
and Writ Clerks’ Office is now the Writ, &c., Department of 
the Central Office. The filing of the duplicate at the Record 
and Writ Clerks’ Office was for the purpose of record and 
entry in the general cause book, so that appearance could be 
entered. This could only be applied to an originating summons. 
As far back, then, as 1852 we find that the “ summons origina- 
ting,” afterwards called “originating summons,” was estab- 
lished as a mode of commencing proceedings, not by any means 
in substitution only for a suit commenced by bill, but for “‘a// 
other applications originating in chambers.” Bearing this in mind, 
let us follow the course of the judges’ argument in its applica- 
tion to summonses under the Solicitors Act : 

‘* Master or THE Roitis.—‘ It is impossible to suppose that the provi- 
sion as to entering an appearance within eight days was intended to be 
applied to a summons calling upon a solicitor to have his bill of costs 
taxed or to deliver up papers.’ 

‘* Linpiey, L.J.—‘ Down to November, 1898, I should have thought 
that no one would have said that a summons under section 37 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1843, was an originating summons.’ ”’ 

In order to ascertain whether this was or was not an origina- 
ting summons requiring appearance, let us turn again to our 
General Orders of the Court of Chancery. The order of the 
17th of April, 1867, r. 1, is as follows :— 

‘* All applications made under the statute 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73 (Solicitors 
Act, 1843), to refer any bill of any attorney or solicitor of his fees, 
charges, and disbursements for any business done by such attorney or soli- 
citor, to be taxed and settled, and for delivery of such bill, and for 
delivering up of deeds, documents, and papers, or for any or either of those 
purposes, shall hereafter be made to a judge at chambers by summons 
instead of by special petition to the court, except applications for orders 
of course, which are to be made as heretofore.”’ 

In order to ascertain beyond doubt what sort of summons is 
here intended, we have but to turn to Daniell’s Chancery Prac- 
tice, 6th ed., p. 2004, where we find, in the first place, that the 
above order of the 17th of April, 1867, is cited as the authority, 
even at that date (1882), for proceeding under the Solicitors 
Act by summons, and where we also find the following 
passage :— 

‘* A summons for an order under the Act (Solicitors Act) is in the usual 
form of summons originating proceedings in chambers : it is prepared and 
issued; a duplicate of it filed, a copy sealed for service, and service 
effected in manner before explained in treating of these summonses ”’ 
(ante, pp. 966-971). ‘ 


At the place referred to (p. 967) we find the following :— 


‘‘Tf the summons originates proceedings it must be . . . . sealed 
and taken out at the Central Office, where it will be marked by the officer 
1 it with the name of one of the judges,’”’ &c. (R. 8. C., ord. 55, 
r. . 

The note in the Annual Practice under the rule last referred 
to indicates that it was founded on Consolidated Order 35, 
r. 6, which we have quoted above, which was no doubt the case. 
This is one of the rules issued under the Act of 1852 referred to 
by Linvtey, L.J. The links in the chain appear to us, therefore, 
quite complete, and seem to shew clearly that by direct pro- 
visions in the Consolidated Orders (ord. 35, rr. 6, 9), the General 





| Order of the 17th of April, 1867, and ord. 55, r. 20, of the 
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R. 8. C., 1883, a summons under the Solicitors Act in the 
Chancery Division always was a “summons originating,” 
afterwards called an “originating summons”; that it was 
bound to have an eight-days’ return (Consolidated Order 35, r. 
7), and necessitated the entry of appearance by the respondent 
(Consolidated Order 35, r. 9), and was, therefore, in every sense 
of the term an originating summons. 

There is one other point brought out by the full report of the 
case which ought not to be passed over. We quote once 
more :— 

**Davey, L.J., called attention to the schedule to the order as to 
Supreme Court Fees, 1884, which prescribes a fee for ‘issuing an origi- 
nating summons under the Act 6 & 7 Vict. c. 73 for taxation of a solicitor’ 
bill of costs,’ &c.” 

‘** Linpiey, L.J.—It appears, however, to be so called (‘ originating 
summons’) in the order as to court fees. I think that must be taken to 
have been a mistake, though how it came to be made I cannot conceive.’’ 


We may, perhaps, be able to throw some light on this point 
also. In the Order as to Supreme Court Fees, 1875, there was 
only one fee fixed for originating summons. As its words are 
illustrative we give it as it stands :— 

“On sealing a summons to originate proceedings in the Chancery Division— 
Lower Seale Be: Higher Scale, 10s” <6 e 

This fee was superseded in 1884 by two others, viz. :— 


**7. On sealing or issuing an originating summons under the Act 6 & 7 
Vict. c. 73 for taxation of a solicitor’s bill of costs within twelve months 
after delivery, or delivery of a bill of costs by a solicitor, including the order 
to be made thereon, 10s 


“8. On sealing any other originating summons, 10s.’’ 

We venture to suggest that the only reason for separating an 
originating summons under the Solicitors Act from other kinds 
of originating summonses in this order as to fees of 1884 was 
in order to include in the issuing fee the fee for the order; and 
that in doing this care was even taken not to do it in such a 
way as to throw any doubt upon its being an originating 
summons, as it always had been. 

We hope we have justified the opinion we expressed in our 
previous article on this subject, that the judgment in Re Hollo- 
way was delivered under some misapprehension—or rather lack 
of apprehension—on the part of the court. 





MORTGAGEES, TRUSTEES, AND EXECUTORS AS 
AFFECTED BY THE FINANCE BILL. 


Ir is provided by clause 8 (1) of the Finance Bill, that where 
any moneys 

‘deposited with any bank or person in the United Kingdom .. . 
are standing or deposited in the name of a deceased person, either alone or 
jointly with any other person; or any moneys become payable .. . 
on death . . . under a policy of insurance, the same shall not be 
capable of being transferred, disposed of, or paid, nor shall any person be 
able to give a good discharge for the same, unless it is certified by the 
commissioners that there is no claim for estate duty thereon.”’ 

What is the meaning of ‘“‘deposited with a person”? Pro- 
bably the maxim noscitur a oats sagas and it means deposited 
with a person acting as a banker ; Bat if this is intended it ought 
to be so stated. If our view is incorrect, and if “ person” ‘is to 
be used in a larger sense, the only meaning that we can attach 
to money deposited with a person, not a banker, is a loan to that 

. Itis impossible to suppose that it means money put 
into a bag deposited for safe custody, and to be restored in 
specie, as transactions of that nature never occur in practice. If 
it means a loan, it includes money lent by a pawnbroker or by a 
mortgagee. We can hardly think that it is intended that on the 
death of a pawnbroker his executor is to be unable to give a 
valid receipt for the money lent on pledges without producing 
a certificate that no duty is payable. 

The case of a mortgagee is far more serious. For, assuming 
that “moneys deposited”’ includes mortgage moneys, on the 
death of the mortgagee the question whether his executors can 
give a valid receipt for the mortgage moneys depends upon 
whether the certificate has been given. The mortgagor has a 
right to pay off on giving six months’ notice. Under the present 


out waiting for probate, and even if he thinks, as he generally 
does, that it is necessary to wait, there is not in ordinary cases 
any great lapse of time after the testator’s d before probate 
is granted. Under the — system, where the amount of 
duty payable may depend upon the value of property not 
passing to the executor, it is reasonable to suppose that in many 
cases considerable delay will take place before the duty can be 
assessed. What is the mortgagor who wishes to pay off to do? 
There is no person who can give a receipt. His only safe course 
will be to institute a redemption action and pay the money 
into court. Considering that the mo cannot safely pay 
the mortgage moneys to the executors of the mortgagee till the 
certificate is granted, it would be only reasonable to provide that 
within a short time—say three years after the mo has 
been paid off—every purchaser and mortgagee should have a 
right to assume that the duty had been paid. 

The real difficulty as to m occurs in trust mortgages. 
It is perhaps impossible to calculate what proportion of moneys 
lent on mortgage are trust moneys, but the amount must 
very large. A mortgage is, or perhaps we ought to say was till 
lately, a favourite investment for trustees, as when a martengs 
is once effected they are free from the importunity of their 
cestuis que trust to look for investments producing a high rate of 
interest. As is well known to our readers, when a mortgage is 
made to trustees, it is taken to them as joint tenants, concealing 
the fact that the moneys advanced are trust moneys, the object 
being to avoid making the settlement a title deed to the mort- 
gaged land ; those few of our readers who are not familiar with 
the law of real property will perhaps hardly be aware of the 

t importance of acting in this manner, suffice it to say that 
it is not only the recognized practice of conveyancers, but that 
it has often received the sanction of the courts. Now pe on 
that trustees under an ordinary marriage settlement invest part 
of the settled funds on m Under the existing law the 
mortgagor is not concerned with the fact of the money being 
trust money. The tenant for life may die, he probably does not 
hear of his death, and even if he does hear of it it isa matter 
of no interest to him, as it makes no difference either as to the 
payment of interest or as to his power of paying off the 
mortgage. A 
The Finance Bill will make a very great change in the law as 
to these matters, and we do not hesitate to say that it will very 
seriously injure titles, and therefore interfere with the ready 
transfer of land. The Bill provides (clause 9) that— 


‘* A rateable part of the estate duty on an estate in proportion to the 
value of any property which does not pass to the executor as such, shall be 
a first charge on the property subject to the duty.’’ 


It follows that, on the death of the tenant for life under a settle- 
ment, estate duty becomes chargeable on a mortgage debt which 
forms part of the settled . _This, it will be remembered, 
is a statutory charge ; it does not depend upon notice, it binds 
the mo r although he is in ignorance that the death has 
occurred. ries nti d aol he wishes to Se Bag mort- 
? If he simply pays the mortgage money e trustees 
Fithout making any inquiry, is land remains liable to the 
charge. On the other hand, if he makes ing iry and learns that 
there was a tenant for life, his conscience is affected in equity 
by the trusts of the settlement, and the settlement becomes one 
of his title deeds. It is hardly possible to have devised a better 
plan for rendering it unsafe to lend oy Pe mare ai 
appears to follow that no mortgagor can y pay off a m 
eas, and that no mn can safely take a transfer of a mort- 
gage, without obtaining a certificate that the mortgage money is 
not subject to duty. We may add that there appears to be no 
power for the Inland Revenue Department to give a certificate 
where no death oo — | sean iat ley lite te $0e 
A mortgage of a life in a policy on is ¥ 
common. On the death of the tenant for life there is no fund 
except the policy-moneys out of which subsequent interest can 
be paid, but these moneys are, after the very short delay pre- 
sortbed by the rules of the office, available for § pone of the 
principal, with arrears of interest and costs. The is 
not concerned to ascertain whether the 8 estate is 
solvent or not, or whether probate has been taken out. He 





law, if he is satisfied that the a of the will of the mortga- 
gee will not be disputed, he can safely pay to the executor with- 


receives the policy-moneys, after —! what is due to 
him, he cove the sataee'ts e executors. is convenient 
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course will be prohibited by clause 8, as the office will not be 
able to pay the policy-moneys till the certificate is given. It 
will be observed that the commissioners cannot, in most cases, 
give the certificate till the duty has been paid, as the surplus 
of the policy-moneys, after satisfying the claims of the mort- 
gagee, will belong to the estate of the deceased mortgagor. 
The reeult will be a foreclosure action. 

It is also provided, by clause 8, that no transfer is to be made 
of any stocks, shares, funds, or securities inscribed or transferred 
by registration which are standing in the name of a deceased 
person, either alcne or jointly with any other person, till a 
certificate is granted that there is no claim for estate duty 
thereon. This is doubtless intended to prevent evasions of the 
duty by persons concurring in making an investment in their 
joint names so as to enable the survivor to take the fund free 
rom duty. Cases of this nature must be very rare. 

The expense that will be occasioned by this provision will be 
enormous. Whenever a trustee dies it will be necessary, before 
the property is dealt with, to obtain the certificate. The great 
bulk of cestuis que trust are persons not conversant with business ; 
they will have to employ a solicitor for the purpose of obtaining 
the certificate, thus incurring expense. Add to which that the 
work of the Inland Revenue Department will be very largely 
increased, thus necessitating an additional staff of clerks. It is 
difficult to imagine any provision that will create so much 
expense and inconvenience out of all proportion to the gain to 
the revenue. 

It should also be observed that occasionally a trustee has a 
special power of appointment, and it is possible that the 
existence of this power will, on his death, render the property 
over which he might have exercised the power liable to estate 
duty under clause 2 (1) (a). 

The language of the sub-clause just referred to is so wide as 
to include property subject to a power of sale vested in a 
trustee. While we apprehend that the courts would strain the 
meaning of the words to avoid arriving at so monstrous a result, 
we think that the wording of the Bill ought to be made clear. 

The case of an executor is somewhat hard. He has to pay 
the estate duty ‘‘in respect of all personal property wheresoever 
situate of which the deceased was competent to dispose at his 
death”: clause 5 (2‘. It will be observed that this includes all 
personal property subject to a general power, and possibly all 
— property subject to a special power exercisable by the 

eceased at the time of his death. In many cases it will be 
absolutely impossible for the executor to ascertain what this 
property is, especially if it should be held to include trust pro- 
perty over which the deceased could exercise a power. 

The provisions of clause 5 (2) are inconsistent with those of 
clause 7 (3), which makes him only accountable ‘‘to the extent 
of the property actually received or disposed of by him.” It 
may happen that he receives and duly pays the duty on the 
testator’s property. After he has administered the testator’s 
estate it may turn out that the devisees of the testator, or the 
trustees of some property in which he had a life interest have, 
either from fraud or negligence, omitted to make a proper return 
of the property for which they are accountable. The value of 
the omitted items may render the testator’s personal estate liable 
to a higher rate of duty. The executor remaina personally liable 
to pay it even if a certificate of discharge has been given: clause 
10 (3). No lapse of time is a bar to this liability. The result 
is that an executor who acts with the utmost care and probity 
may (possibly even if he administers the estate under an order 
of the court), owing to the fraud or negligence of persons over 
whose act he has positively no control, become liable for the pay- 


ment of additional duty after he has rightfully parted with all | 


the assets. 





A return issued by the Treasury shews that the total amount paid to 
the Attorney-General for England in 1893 was £20,285, £7,000 represent- 
, £12,635 fees for contentious business, including the Behring 

Sea arbitration, and £650 being provision for clerks. The Solicitor- 
General for England received £10,506, £3,906 of which were fees for con- 
tentious business, £600 being provided for clerks. In the same year the 


Lord Advocate received a total amount of £4,143, the Solicitor-General 
| for Scotland £1,400, the Attorney-General for Ireland £5,868, and the 
| Solicitor-General for Ireland £2,548. 








REVIEWS. 
LEGISLATION OF THE YEAR. 


PATERSON’s PracricAL STATUTES. THE PRACTICAL STATUTES OF 
THE SEssIon 1893 (56 & 57 VicroRIA); WITH INTRODUCTIONS, 
Notes, Lists oF LOCAL AND PERSONAL AND PRIVATE ACTS, AND A 
Copious InDEX. Parr II. Edited by JAMES SUTHERLAND 
CoTTon, Barrister-at-Law. Horace Cox. 


The second part of Mr. Cotton’s edition of the statutes contains 
the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, and the Local Government Act, 1894, 
and also the usual lists of local and personal Acts of the whole session. 
Each Act is prefaced by an introduction, and the reader is assisted by 
cross references and other notes. The introduction to the Local 
Government Act gives a useful account of the general scope of the 
statute, but Mr. Cotton apparently is not sanguine as to the construc- 
tion of its provisions when they come to we put into operation. ‘‘The 
right interpretation of the statute,” he says, ‘‘ has been rendered 
difficult by exceptional indulgence on the part of the draftsman in the 
modern practice of legislating by incorporation and by delegation.” 
And he points out that another source of obscurity arises from the fact 
that the Bill was largely remodelled during its passage through Par- 
liament. This seems to promise work for the courts, and further 
judicial comments on parliamentary drafting such as were evoked by 
the Local Government Act, 1888. 





SALE OF GOODS. 


THE SALE oF Goons Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 71), WITH INTRO- 
DUCTION, NOTES, AND INDEX. By J. M. LEty and W. F. CRAIEs, 
Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

This is the second statute in the series of ‘“‘ Annotated Acts” which 
the publishers propose to issue with a view to supplying the pro- 
fession with every Act of importance as promptly as possible after 
its becoming law, in the form of a complete edition, with notes and 
index. The notes to the Act have been compiled with great care and 
minuteness. The source of each provision is pointed out—though as 
the editors observe, quoting Lord Herschell in Bank of England v. 
Vagliano (14 App. Cas. 107), old cases cannot be referred to for the 
purpose of cumiviolen a codifying Act, if the rule given in the Act 
itself is clear—and references are given to numerous cases which will 
assist the construction of the Act. The work is prefaced by a useful 
introduction indicating the structure and contents of the Act, its 
effect upon decided cases, and the extent to which it alters the law. 
The editors regard the most salient and obvious alteration to be that 
effected by section 24 with respect to the revesting of property 
obtained by criminal means not amounting to larceny on the con- 
viction of the offender. This displaces the decision in Vilmont v. 
Bentley (12 App. Cas. 471). The introduction also touches on the 
curious question of the retrospective operation of the Act in respect 
of the period between the ist of January and the 20th of February, 
1894, but it is suggested that, as the law is in the main codified only 
and not amended, this will in few cases be of serious importance, 
except in cases arising under section 24, 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Annual Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the Superior 
Courts, including a Selection from the Irish; with a Collection of 
Cases Followed, Distinguished, Explained, Commented on, Over- 
ruled, or Questioned during the Year 1893. By JoHN Mews, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Sources of the Constitution of the United States, considered in 
relation to Colonial and English History. By C. Extis STEVENS, 
LL.D., D.C.L. Macmillan & Co. 


Bourdin’s Exposition of the Land Tax ; including the latest Judicial 
Decisions, and the Changes in the Law effected by the Taxes Manage- 
ment Act and by the Act converting the Three per Cent. into Two 
and Three-quarters per Cent. Stock, with other Additional Matter. 
Fourth Edition. With a new and exhaustive Index. By the late 
FREDERICK HumpHREys. And Digests of Cases decided in the Courts. 
By Cuarrtzs C. Atcuison. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Practical and Concise Manual of the Law relating to Private 
Trusts and Trnstees. By ARTHUR UNDERHILL, M.A., LL.D., 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition, Enlarged and Revised. Butter- 
worths. 


Chartered Accountants’ Charges and the Law relating thereto, 
ieee W. Prx ey, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Gee 
& Co. 


The Law relating to Parish Councils. Being the Local Govern- 
ment Act, 1894; With an Appendix of Statutes and an Introduction, 
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Notes, Orders and Circulars of the Local Government Board, and a} The Divisional Court (Lord Coleridge, C.J., and Day, J.) affirmed this 


Copious Index. By Gzorcz Humpureys, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


A Manual of the Principles of Equity. A Concise and Explanatory 


judgment. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R, and A. L. Suri and Davey, L.JJ.), 
having taken timé to consider, allowed the "ee 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that section 9 of Factors Act, 1889, clearly 


Treatise intended for the Use of Students and the Profession. By | dealt with agreements for purchase and sale, and did not deal with agree- 


Joun INDERMAUDR, Solicitor. Third Edition. Geo. Barber. 


ments which were merely agreements for the hiring of goods. On the 


The Articled Clerks’ Guide to, and Self Preparation for, the Final | °ther hand, it only dealt with agreements to b ae Dg weg ben 


delivered, but where the property did not pass. 


Examination. Containing a complete Course of Study. With ae toe ment to buy in this caso, because of the claure giving the 


Books to be Read, List of Statutes, Cases, Test Questions, Questions hirer the right to terminate the hiring 


and Answers, and full Details and Particulars of the Examination 
both for Pass and Honours. By Jomn INDERMAUR, Solicitor. Sixth 
Edition. Stevens & Haynes. 

The Law of Friendly Societies and Industrial and Provident. 
With the Acts, Observations thereon, Forms of Rules, &c., Reports of 
leading Cases at length, and a Copious Index. Formerly (1850-1861) 
Edited by the late Witu1AM Tipp Pratt, Esq. Twelfth Edition, 
Revised and Enlarged. By EDWARD WILLIAM BRABROOK, F.S.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
STAMP ON AGREEMENT FOR SALE OF BUSINESS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—On applying to the registrar to file an agreement for the 
sale to a company of a manufacturing business, a demand is made, 
under section 59 of 54 & 55 Vict. c. 39, for ad valorem duty on the 
machinery, such as lathes, vices, &c., affixed to the leasehold premises 
(also included in the sale) by means of screws or bolts so as to be 
easily detachable. Among the exceptions mentioned in the section 
are lands, tenements, and hereditaments, goods, wares, and mer- 
chandise. My contention is that the machinery in question is either 
goods, wares, or merchandise, or, if regarded as fixtures, it is lands, 
tenements, or hereditaments. Can you or any of your readers inform 
me what the practice is, and refer me to any decision on the subject ? 

May 10. A. i, OG. 


[We shall be glad to know what the practice has been on the point 
raised by our correspondent. It appears to us that his dilemma is 
unanswerable: either the machinery is loose plant or machinery, or 
fixtures; and (assuming in the latter case that the leaseholds to which 
the machinery is affixed are not held only for an equitable estate or 
interest) the machinery is in neither case subject to duty under sec- 
tion 59 of the Stamp Act, 1891. It is another question whether the 
value of the machinery so affixed should not be added to the purchase- 
money ae leaseholds, and duty paid on it on the assignment.— 
Ep. S. J.]. 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 
HELBY v. MATTHEWS AND OTHERS—No. 1, 9th May. 


Sate or Goops—AcGREEMENT ror Hrre—Possession or Goons witu Oon- 
SENT OF OwngR—Hire AND Purcuask AGREEBMENT—DISPOSITION OF 
Goons ny Hirer—Facrors Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. o. 45), ss. 2, 9. 


Appeal from the Queen’s Bench Division, affirming the judgment of the 
Bloomsbury County Court judge in favour of the plaintiff in an action to 
recover possession of a piano. By an agreement made on the 23rd of 
December, 1892, between the plaintiff (who was a musical instrument 
dealer) therein called the ‘‘ owner,’’ and one Brewster, therein called the 
‘* hirer,’’ the owner agreed, at the request of the kirer, to let on hire to the 
hirer a pianoforte ; and in consideration thereof the hirer agreed (1) to 
pay the owner on the 23rd of December, 1892, a rent or hire instalment of 
103. 6d., and 103. 6d. on the 23rd of each succeeding month ; (2) to keep 
the instrument from injury, including damage by fire; (3) to keep the 
instrument in his own custody ; (4) that, if the birer did not duly perform 
the agreement, the owner might terminate the hiring and retake possession 
of the instrument; and the owner agreed ‘‘(a) that tne hirer may 
terminate the hiring by delivering up to the owner the said instrument. 
(n) [f the hirer shall punctually pay the full sum of £18 18s. by 10s. 6d. 
at date of signing, and by thirty-six monthly instalments of 10s. 6d. in 
advance as aforesaid, the said instrument shall become the sole and 
absolute property of the hirer. (c) Unless and until the full sum of 
£18 18s. be paid, the said instrument shall be, and continue to be, the 
sole property of the owner.’’ Brewster, having paid certain of the instal- 
ments, pawned the pane with the defendants, who were pawnbrokers. 
Brewster having failed to pay a subsequent instalment, the plaintiff 
brought this action. The county court judge found that the defendant 
received the piano in good faith and without notice of the plaintiff's 
rights in respect thereof ; but he held that there was no ‘agreement to 


buy ”’ the piano within the meaning of section 9 of the Factors Act, 1889, | allowed these in 


y delivering back the piano to the 


owner. In his opinion the true construction of the t, looked at 
as a whole, was that there was an agreement by the tiff to sell, and 
an agreement by Brewster, if he did not during the currency of the agree- 


ment change his mind, to buy. It was a contract to buy with an o . 
and in his opinion it came within section 9, which, accordingly, 
the defendants, and afforded a defence to the action. 
, A. L. Surrn, L.J., espe nM pep tongs F ged _ — the ge 
n reality agreed to buy the piano of the plaintiff within meaning o 
section 9? The por hen. Moon aud not merely the form, of the transaction 
must be considered. The plaiatiff had by the agr t bound himself 
past recall that upon being paid the price of the piano j Anranrcen d instal- 
ments the piano should become the property of Brewster. { wasan agree- 
ment to sell the piano for £18 18s., notwithstanding the right reserved to 
the plaintiff to retake possession of the piano if Brewster to perform 
the agreement on his part. What was the position of Brewster? It was 
contended that the option given to Brewster to terminate the hiring by 
returning the piano distinguished this case from Lee v. Butler, and that, 
therefore, Brewster had not agreed to buy the piano, but had only 
to hire it with the right of exercising the option to purchase it if he so 
desired. In his opinion Brewster had in reality agreed to purchase the 
piano subject to this, that during the term, if he could do so, he might 
send back the piano to the plaintiff. The true view of the agreement was 
this, that, as on the one hand the apne a agreed to sell the piano to 
Brewster, subject to a defeasance to be exercised by the plaintiff, so on the 
other hand Brewster agreed to buy the piano of the plaintiff, subject to a 
defeasance to be exercised by Brewster. Section 9 of the Factors Act, 
1889, therefore, applied, and judgment must be entered for the 
defendants. 
Davey, L.J., concurred.— Counset, Finlay, Q.C., Joseph Walton, Q.0., 
and Hertall; Jelf, Q.C., and C. L. Attenborough. Sorscrrons, H, §. 
Tudor ; John Attenborough. 
| Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


PEEK v. RAY—No. 2, 9th May. 
Practice—Inrerrocatonres—R. 8. C., 1883, XXXL, 6—R, 8. O., 1893, 


p. - 3 
This was an appeal by Archibald, one of the two defendants to this 
action, from an order of North, J., giving leave to the plaintiff to deliver 
certain interrogatories to both the defendants. The interrogatories were 
submitted to and approved by the judge under R. 8. C., 1893, ord. 31, r. 
2, which provides that ‘‘ on an —— for leave to deliver interroga- 
tories the particular interrogatories proposed to be delivered shall be sub- 
mitted to the court or judge,” and that ‘leave shali be given to such only 
of the interrogatories submitted as the court or judge shall consider 
necessary either for disposing fairly of the cause or matter or for saving 
costs.”’ The action was brought by Peek against Ray and Archibald, who 
were co-executors of a deceased r of Peek’s, for accounts, &c., in 
the winding up of the plaintiffs. Archibald had been given leave to 
defend the action on behalf of himself and Ray, as Ray was also a partner 
with Peek. 

Tus Covrr (Linpiey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Linp.ey, L J.—This motion is rather a peculiar one. The defendant 
Archibald appeals, and says, first of all, ‘‘ You have no right to administer 
these interrogatories to Ray at all, because I have liberty to defend the 
action on behalf of myself and Ray.’”? That is a most extraordinary con- 
tention, and is utterly wrong. But there is more to be said. The 

judge has gone into the matter under the new rules of 1893, ord. 31, and 
has come to the conclusion that these interrogatories ought to be allowed. 
What ought we todo? Ought we to scan these interrogatories and, in 
fact, eettle them? I protest altogether against doing avers of the 
kind. I admit the right of ap ; it is our duty to consider the appeal, 
and see whether there is any substantial injustice done by the order of the 
learned judge. There appears to me to be none. This appeal is brought 
upon the erroneous theory that the judge, by allowing there interroga- 
tories, has pre-determined that no objection to answering any of them 
can be taken in the affidavit in answer. There may be many objections 
which can perfectly well be taken, and when they have been taken in the 
affidavit it will be the duty of the judge to determine whether or not the 
interrogatories must be answered. The only —_ upon which the judge 
is likely to have made up his mind, if he allows a particular interroga- 
tory, is that, so far as he can see at the time, it is not premature. But if 
the defendant can make oath and shew facts which make out that it is 
premature, it will then be open to the judge to consider it. I protest 
against there any appeal to this court in such a case as this. Itisa 
matter for the d tion of the learned j and we are not here to 
review that discretion unless it can be shewn some substantial injus- 
tice has been done. This appeal must be dismissed, with costs. 

Lorzs, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. The learned judge has 





and that, therefore, the case was distinguishable from Lee v. Butler (42 
W. R. 88; 1893, 2 Q. B. 318), and he gave judgment for the plaintiff. 
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error, some question of principle involved, or some substantial injustice 
done, this court will not entertain an appeal of this kind. It is suggested 
that the judge, by allowing these interrogatories, has precluded the party 
interrogated from taking any objection when he answers. That is incor- 
rect. What the judge does when he allows the interrogatories is this: 
he determines whether it is a proper case in which interrogatories ought 
to be delivered at all, and then, under the new rules, he deals with each 
interrogatory to see whether, primd facie, it isa proper one. If he allows 
it he does not preclude any objection being taken by the party interro- 
gated in bis affidavit in answer. To my mind that is made perfectly clear 
by R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 31, r. 6, which says that any objection to answer- 
ing any one or more of reveral interrogatories on the ground that they are 
scandalous or irrelevant, or not Jond fide for the purpose of the cause, or 
that the matters inquired into are not sufficiently material at that stage, 
or on any other ground, may be taken in the affidavit in answer. That 
rule still remains in force. Therefore it is clear that the allowance of 
these interrogatories does not preclude an objection being taken in the 
way provided for in the rule. 

Kay, L.J.—I entirely agree. I wish to say that where a judge has, 
under the new rules, had the interrogatories brought before him, and has 
determined whether and to what extent he will allow them, if anyone 
chooses to appeal he can only hope to succeed if he can shew some serious 
question of principle in which the judge bas, in the leave he has given, 
made a material error. To say that this court is to be asked to look 
through the interrogatories which a judg? of first instance has allowed, to 
see whether this or that part has been properly allowed, is to make a total 
mistake as to the functions of the Court of Appeal. The first contention 
of the defendant Archibald, that the plaintiff shall not administer inter- 
rogatories to his co-executor because the answers may be prejudicial to 
him, is most extraordinary. I am extremely doubtful whether the answer 
of the one co-executor can be used against the other; but whether it can or 
not, that does not allow you to prohibit the plaintiff from administering 
interrogatories to the defendant Ray, and particularly when the judge has 
given him leave. Then the appellant objects to certain interrogatories 
respecting accounts. ‘The judge has said that, subject to certain altera- 
tions which shew that he did not intend the details to be furnished, ‘‘ I 
allow these interrogatories.’’ It is said they are premature, because an 
account may never be necessary, and that because the judge has allowed 
them the thing will be res judicata, and the judge will be bound by his 
own order. But R. 8S. C., 1883, ord. 31, r. 6, which has not been abolished 
by the new rules, enables anyone to raise any objection which he may bave 
in his answer. If he does, it would be then, and then, I think, for the 
first time, that the jucge would have to consider and dispose of the objec- 
tions taken. The allowance of interrogatories by a judge under the new 
rules means no more than this: I allow these interrogatories, subject to 
any objection to answer which the person interrogated may have a right 
to make.—Counset, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Montague Lush; Suinfen 
Eady, Q.C., and Christopher James. Soxtscrrors, Paines, Blyth, § Huctable ; 
Druces § Atlee. 

[Reported by C. F. Duncay, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re TUBB'S CONTRACT—No. 2, 10th May. 


Sate — Interest — WILFuL 
SALE - Omis- 





Vexpor AND Purcnasern — ConpiTrIons oF 
Deravutt or VENDOR—MISSTATEMENT IN PARTICULARS OF 
SION TO INSPECT PLAN. 


Appeal by the purchaser from the decision of Chitty, J., reported ante, 
p. 253. On the 18th of March, 1892, H. T. Tubbs purchased from the 
Corporation of London a property described in the particulars as the free- 
hold site of Farringdon Market. The contract of sale provided for the 
completion of the purchase on the 24th of June, 1892, and ‘“‘if from any 
cause whatever other than wilful default on the part of the vendors the 
remainder of the purchase-money shall not be then paid, the purchaser 
shall pay interest thereon at the rate of five per cent. per annum from that 
day to the day of actual payment thercof.’’ The contract stated (condi- 
tion 4) that the property was purchased by the vendors, the Corporation 
of London, in 1824, under the powers of the Act 5 Geo. 4, c. 151, and was 
now being sold under a statutory power so to do; a copy of the Act 
might be seen at the comptroller’s office, and the purchaser was to be 
deemed to have notice thereof. The abstract was delivered on the 23rd of 
March, 1892. On the 9th of April the purchaser required a copy of the 
plan referred to in the said Act. On the 7th of May he said he 
would inspect the original plan, and on the 12th of May he was informed 
he could see it at a day’s notice. He inspected it on the 16th of June, 
and perceived at once that an important part (comprising about one-tenth 
of the whole) of the property offered for sale was not comprised therein. 
The purchaser thereupon raised objection on this point ; and the vendors, 
in answer to such objection, furnished the purchaser with a further 
abstract of title by which they shewed that the omitted portion had been 
acquired by the vendors under the Holborn Improvements Act, 1864, and 
was saleable under their general powers. This further abstract was 
delivered on the 25th of June—i.c., a day after the date fixed for comple- 
tion. Requisitions on this abstract were delivered on the 23rd of July, 
and the vendors’ replies on the 28th of July, when the court of the cor- 
poration was adjourned for about two months. The title was finally 
accepted on the 29th of September. The purchaser, who had 
atranged for sub-sales of the property, had not set apart his purchase- 
money by the 24th of June, nor was he ready to complete till the 13th of 
February, 1893. The purchaser was, however, willing to pay interest 
from the 29th of September, but contended that the delay from the 24th 
of June to the 29th of September was attributable to the wilful default of 
the vendors in not inspecting their deposited plan before making the 
statement in the contract that the property offered for sale had been 
acquired by the vendors, and was being sold by them, under the Act 5 








Geo. 4, c. 151. The schedule to that Act referred to the numbers on the- © 
plan, and if the plan had been inspected the mistake would have been 
discovered immediately. The purchaser, accordingly, relied on the condi- 
tions of sale as exempting him from the payment of any interest from the 
24th of June to the 29th of September. Chitty, J., on the evidence, came to 
the conclusion that the purchaser was not in fact ready to complete on the 
24th of June; he also expressed an opinion that the vendors had not com- 
mitted any ‘‘ wilful default’’ within the meaning of the stipulation in the 
contract of sale, and, accordingly, held that the purchaser was liable to 
pay interest on the purchase-money from the 24th of June to the 29th of 
September. The purchaser appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lopgs, and Kay, L.JJ.)$ dismissed the appeal ; 
Kay, L J., however, differed from the other members of the court on the 
question whether the vendors had been guilty of wilful default. 

Linpxey, L.J., said proof by the purchaserthat he could not prudently 
complete the purchase by the day named, owing to some difliculty arising 
on the investigation of the vendors’ title, is not of itself enough to 
exonerate the purchaser from payment of interest, for it is quite possible 
that the difficulty may not be owing to any wilful defaujt on the part of 
the vendors. Lord Cottenham’s observations on this subject in De Visme 
v. De Visme (1 Mac. & G. 336) were corrected in Sherwin v. Shakespear 
(2 W. R. 668, 5 De G. M. & G. 517), and ever since that decision the 
courts have always recognized the distinction between wilful and non- 
wilful defaults in dealing with conditions of sale worded like that 
before us. The meaning of the term ‘ wilful default’’ in conditions 
of this kind was carefully examined in Williams v. Glenton (14 W. R. 
294, L. R. 1 Ch. 200), Young and Harston’s Contract (34 W. R. 294, 31 
Ch. D. 168), and Hetling and Merton’s Contract (42 W. R. 19; 1893, 3 Ch. 
269), but none of these cases quite cover the present case, as there was not 
in them, as there was here, a misstatement by the vendor of the nature of 
his own title. This misstatement arose from a very natural, though 
unfortunate, oversight of the vendors’ agents. The property sold all 
belonged to the vendors, and they had for years been in possession of it, 
and their title was in fact free from all objections; and their solicitors, 
who are responsible for the preparation of the particulars and conditions 
of sale, knew this to be the case. Their knowledge of the goodness of the 
title led them to be less careful than they otherwise would have been in 
describing it. Unfortunately, the title was not examined, or not 
examined with proper care, before the conditions of sale were framed. 
This was unquestionably a default, but, in my opinion, it was not 
‘* wilful.’’ I do not propose to examine this word with scientific accuracy ; 
it is sufficient to observe that to make up one’s mind not to verify a 
statement is ‘‘ wilful,’’ but that simply not to think about verifying it 
is not wilful. I am aware that in Elliott v. Turner (13 Sim. 477), 
Shadwell, V.C., expressed the opinion that forgetfulness might 
amount to wilful default. The case before him was, however, of a very 
different kind from the present. I confess that I am more disposed to 
concur with Lord Bramwell’s observations on the term “‘ wilful miscon- 
duct’? in Lewis v. The Great Northern Railway Co. (3 Q. B. D. 206). 
They are, in my opinion, quite consistent with Lord Bowen’s observations 
in Young and Harston’s Contract, if it be borne in mind that Lord Bowen 
presupposed knowledge of what was done, and intention to do it, and was 
not addressing himself to a case° of an honest mistake or oversight. No 
doubt the statements contained in the 4th condition were deliberate, and 
to that extent ‘‘ wilful’’; but the misstatement was not ‘‘wilful.’”’ It 
arose from this, that, owing to the fact that the market-place had for 
years been one property, the necessity for verifying the statement never 
occurred to the vendors or their agents. I cannot hold that this omission 
was under the circumstances a ‘‘ wilful default.’’ The conclusion thus 
arrived at is sufficient to dispose of this appeal. But the case is very near 
the line, and, therefore, I will add that the more closely the facts are 
investigated the more reason there is for coming to the conclusion that 
the real cause of the delay in completing the purchase was the inability of 
the purchaser to find the purchase-money. The fact that he did not and 
could not complete the purchase for months after all difficulties in making 
out a title were cleared up throws a strong light on the purchaser’s 
alleged ability to complete on the day originally fixed for completion. 
The vendors’ default is seized on as justifying the delay; but I am not at 
all satisfied that that default was the real cause of the delay. Chitty, J., 
did not believe that it was, nor do I. 

Lorrs, L.J., said: I am clearly of opinion that there was default by 
the vendors. They made a itive and specific representation that the 
whole of the property was sold under a statutory power contained in a 
specified Act of Parliament. This was not the fact; one-tenth of the pro- 
perty sold was not comprised in that statutory title. This the vendors 
might have ascertained if they had verified by pe investigation the 
dccuments in their ion. It was reasonab: the circumstances 
that they should have done this ; they omitted to do something which it was 
their duty to have done, having regard to the positive statement they 
undertook to make, and having regard to their relations with intending 
purchasers. There was, therefore, ‘‘ default’; but it must be ‘‘ wilful ”’ 
and have caused the delay in completion in order to exonerate the purchaser 
from payment of interest. Admittedly the fault was not intentional ; it 
was an oversight, an honest mistake, and unintentional. It seems to me 
a perversion of the word ‘‘ wilful ’’ to hold such a default ‘‘ wilful.’’ It was, 
as I have said, a default; but to describe it as ‘‘ wilful’? would be a mis- 
application of that quali epithet. There would be no distinction then 
between what was intentional and what was unintentional and accidental ; 
both would be visited with the same consequences. Young and Harston’s 
Contract is, in my judgment, distinguishable from the present case, and the 
expressions used in the judgments in that case are inapplicable here ; what 
the vendor did in that case was not re; asa atall, much less 
an honest or unintentional oversight. In Lewis v. Great Western Railway Cg, 
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connection with misconduct 
said: ‘* Wilful misconduct means misconduct to which the will is a party, 
something opposed to accident or negligence; the misconduct, not 
conduct, must be wilful.” This, to my mind, isa more accurate defini- 
tion of ‘‘ wilful’’ than that given by Shadwell, V.0., in Elliott v. 
Turner (13 Sim. 485), where he says: ‘‘In my opinion, the word ‘ wilful’ 
can have no other meaning spontaneous ; andif 
in this case arose from the voluntary act of the 
asleep, with reference to their rights and interests, and did not at all arise 
from the pressure of external circumstances over which they could have no 
control, I apprehend that the neglect or default was wilful.’’ It is difficult 
to lay down any definition of ‘‘ wilful.’”” The word is relative, and 
each case must depend on its own particular circumstances. I cannot 
think the default here ‘‘ wilful.’’ But even assuming there was wilful 
default, Iam of opinion that the delay in the purchase was not fairly 
attributable to it. The delay arose from the fact that the purchaser was 
not ready with his purchase-money, which is evidenced by the fact that 
he did not complete till long after tember 29, and has paid interest for 
the interval betweem that day and the time of completion. 

Kay, L.J., said: ‘The question is as to the meaning of “ wilful default ”’ 
in the usual condition of sale that ‘‘if from any cause whatsoever other 
than wilful default on the part of the vendors’’ the purchase-money should 


diminished.’’ wee nt ne te lane tne ee 
ee Ea a ae was the 


not be paid on the day fixed for completion, interest thereon should be | fied 


paid by the purchaser. [His lordship referred in detail to the facts, and 
proceeded :—] In this state of circumstances the vendors contend that 
there was no wilful default on their part. The misstatement, they say, 
was made by inadvertence ; it was not a wilful misstatement. The pur- 
chaser answers, the default was not the misstatement, but the omitting to 
examine the Act and plan before making the statement, the Act and plan 
being all the time in the vendors’ . This, the purchaser urges, 
was ‘‘ wilful.’”’ If the vendors had examined the plan, and had omitted 
to observe that the Act did not include the frontage, that might have 
been inadvertence, not ‘‘ wilful default.’” But no examination whatever 
was made. The vendors, making such a statement, had a duty to the 
purchaser to take care, by examining the » Which was in their own 
possession, to avoid an inaccuracy. of this, whoever framed these 
conditions trusted to his general idea of what the vendors’ title was, and 
neglected to make that search to verify it. The purchaser urges that this 
neglect was the default, and that the default was “‘ wilful,”’ use the 
person who made it willed not to make the search, which it was his duty 
to the purchaser to make, before making the positive statement in the 
conditions. I am not able to find an answer to this argument which is 
satisfactory to my mind. If the vendors had not made the positive state- 
ment as to all the land being held under the statute referred to, or if, 
having made it, they or their agent had taken some steps to verify it, and 
had in so doing committed a bond fide mistake, the case might be different. 
But, according to the evidence, no attempt to verify the statement was 
made, and the omission to do this was not only a ‘‘ default,’’ but was a 
‘* wilful default,”” because it was a deliberate neglect of a duty to the 
purchaser which the vendors, by making the positive statement, volun- 
tarily assumed. But did this occasion the delay? Assuming that the 
vendors were in default, the purchaser voluntarily ow from the 7th of 
May till the 16th of June to examine the , again, after the 
further abstract was delivered on the 25th of June, he sent in no uisi- 
tions until the 28th of July. There is no excuse for these delays, the 
learned judge found that the reason was a difficulty in yy ae 
chase-money. On this ground I am prepared to concur in his — 
Counsen, Levelt, Q.0., and Vernon R. Smith; Whitehorne, Q.C., and 
Archibald Alien. Soticttors, Chapple, Welch, § Chapple; H. H. Crawford, 


City Soliegizor. 
[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law,] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
THE MAYOR OF BRADFORD v. PICKLES—North, J., 9th May. 


SvuBTERRANEAN Water — Anstraction oF Waten—Lawrunt Acr pone 
Antmo Nocennt. 


This action was brought by the Co tion of Bradford, as water 
authority of their district, to restrain the defendant Pickles from diverting 
their water supply. In 1842 a waterworks company, in rated by Act 
of Parliament, acquired, for the prepeoes their stant my some ) Bae 
wherein arose certain springs called y Wells. In 1854 a new water- 
works company, also incorporated by Act of Parliament, took over the 
said waterworks, which were acquired in the same year by the corporation, 
also under Act of Parliament. Section 233 of the Act of 1842 authorized 
the first company to take water from the said s . Section 234 of 
that Act was substantially re-enacted by section 49 of the Act of 1854, 
which is as follows: ‘‘It shall not be lawful for any person other than 
the company to divert, alter, or appropriate in any other manner than by 
law they may be legally entitled any of the waters supplying’ or yop~ J 
from certain springs and streams called Many Wells, . . . orto 
any well or pit, or do any act, matter, or thing whereby the waters of the 
said springs might be drawn off or diminished in quantity; and if any 
person shall illegally divert, alter, or appropriate the said waters, or any 


part thereof, or sink any such well or pit, or shall do any such act, matter, | p! 


or thing whereby the said waters may be drawn off or diminished in 
quantity, and shall not immediately on being required so to do by 


company repairtheinjury .. . 
sum not exceeding £5 ydews | day during which the said supply of water 
shall be diverted or diminished, . . . in addition to the damage 


which the company may systgin by reason of their supply of water being ! 
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research, to find one myself. Indeed there seems much of authority 
in the law of England on this point. Going back to the Civil Law, from 
which so much of our law as to servitudes is derived, I find in the Digest, 
i. zauit, Tih 3: © Denene ese Sa eo = 
odieno vicini fontem avertit, nihil posse nec de, actionem, et sane 
non debet habere, si eye 
faciendi id fecit.’’’ That passage 
might lie, if the act damaging the 
improvement of the actor’s con pepe, BS Se Se mapas at 
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defendant to pay only half thereof, as the plaintiffs had failed in their 
second ground for relief, citing as an authority therefor Willmott v. Barber 
(17 Ch. D. 772).—Counset, Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., B. Eyre, and C. M. Atkin- 
son; Tindal Atkinson, Q.C., and J. G. Butcher. Sowtcrrors, Cann § Son ; 
Uliithorne, Currey, § Villiers. 

[Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re NASH, SWEET +. WASH—North, J., 10th May. 
APPORTIONMENT BETWEEN CAPITAL AND INcomE—Mope or CALCULATION. 


This was an adjourned summons to determine how the proceeds of a 
en A of insurance for £1,050, taken cut on the 25th of March, 1844, 
should be dealt with. The testator, who was entitled to the policy, died 
on the 24th of July, 1876, and after his death £140 was expended out of 
his estate in premiums. The testator’s will was dated the 3rd of April, 
1876, and under it there were two tenants for life, and there were two 

dermen. There was a trust for sale and conversion, but the trustees 
had power to postpone conversion. The policy fell in on the 13th of 
February, 1891. It was argued on behalf of the tenants for life that after 
repaying the premiums the sum that would produce the amount received 
at 4 per cent. compound interest, calculated from one year from the testa- 
tor’s death, was capital, and that the surplus was income, and belonged to 
the tenant for life. Re Godden, Teague v. Fox (41 W. R. 282; 1893, 1 Ch. 292), 
Re Hobson (34 W. R. 71), Re Lord Chesterfield’s Trusts (32 W. R. 361, 24 
Ch. D. 643), Wright v. Lambert (26 W. R. 206, 6 Ch. D. 649), Cor v. Cox 
(17 W. R. 790, L. R. 8 Eq. 343) were cited. For the remaindermen it 
was contended that interest at the rate of 3 per cent. only should be 
allowed. 

North, J., said that he would follow Re Lord Chesierfield's Trusts, and 
allow interest at the rate of 4 per cent.— Covunsri, Vernon Smith ; Hender- 
son; Methold ; Boville. Soutcrrors, Devonshire § Co; Lee, Lake, §& Lee, for 
Sweet § Sweet, Bristol, Rowcliffe, Rawle, § Co.; A. Smith. 

{Reported by G. B. Hamittox, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re McHENRY, McDERMOTT v. BOYD, Ex parte BARKER—North, J., 
3rd May. 


Statute or Liarations—Crepiror’s Letter To DestoR—AGREEMENT TO 
PAY DEricieNcy ON THE REALIZATION oF A SECURITY. 


This was a summons to vary the certificate of the chief clerk, who had 
dieallowed Batker’s claim for advances made to McHenry (who died in 
1891, and whose estate was being adminstered by the court in a creditors’ 
action), on the ground that the debt was barred by the Statute of 
Limitations. In 1881 Barker made the first advance, which was invested 
in the yee of bonds, which were handed to him as security, and he 
received the dividends until the bonds were sold in 1890. The security 
proved insufficient, and Barker appropriated the proceeds towards pay- 
ment of his debt, and told McHenry of what he had done in a letter, to 
which he received no reply. Barker made a further advance to McHenry 
in 1882, which was likewise secured by a deposit of bonds. In this case, 
however, on the 25th of August, 1892, McHenry wrote a letter in which, in 
consideration of the loan, he authorized Barker to realize the securities as 
he might think fit for the purpose of repaying the amount due, and under- 
took to pay any difference between the net proceeds of the security and 
the amount due either for principal or interest. 

Nortu, J., said: As regards the first claim, there had been no pay- 
ment made by McHenry or any agent on his behalf so as to take the case 
out of the Statute of Limitations. Merely sending in an account, even 
if it was not dissented from, was not an acknowledgment. As to the 
second advance, however, the obligation did not arise until the security 
was realized, and Barker must be allowed to prove in respect of that 
claim.—Counset, 8. Hall, Q.C., and Brown; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Gregson, So.tcrrors, G. S. § H. Brandon ; Hores § Pattison. 

[Reported by G. B. Hamitroy, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SANDERS—North, J., 5th May. 


Perition—Costs—Lanps Cravses Consotipation Act, 1845 (8 Vicr. c. 18), 
8. 69—Serriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 32). 


This was a petition that a scheme for the expenditure upon improve- 
ments of money paid into court by the London County Council as the 
purchase-money of land which they had acquired under their compulsory 
powers might be modified. It was said on behalf of the London County 
Council that, as all that was wanted was that the former order should be 
corrected, the county council ought not to pay the costs of a second 
petition. It was also said that, as the sum dealt with was only £373, a 
petition was unnecessary, as the matter might have been dealt with on a 
summons. 

Nortn, J., said that the county council must pay the costs of the parties 
whose land had been taken, as that was what rendered the application 
necessary. The matter could not have been dealt with on summons.— 
| aguas Gent ; Leake; Geare. Soricrrors, W. H. Withali; Geare, Son, § 

Case. 

[Reported by G. B. Hamittoy, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re COLUMBIAN GOLD MINES (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 9th May. 


Companx—Winpinc up—Sratement or Company’s Arrarrs—OrpgR TO 
Sunmit—Non-compiiance with Orpgr—Contempt—Compantes (Winp- 
1na-up) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), 5.7. 


Thijs was an application by the official receiver to commit the respondent 





for contempt for non-compliance with an order made to enforce the provi- 
sions of section 7 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. Section 7 
provides that when an order has been made for winding up a company 
there shall be made out and submitted to the official receiver a statement 
as to the affairs of the company, shewing the particulars of the assets, 
debts, and liabilities of the company, &c. The persons to submit the 
statement are the directors, secretary, chief officer, or persons being or 
having been directors or officers of the company, or having taken part in 
the formation of the company at any time within one P me before the 
winding up order, as the official receiver, subject to the discretion of the 
court, may require. The section also enacts (sub-section 5) that “if any 
person, without reasonable excuse, makes default in complying with the 
requirements of this section, he shall be liable to a fine not exceeding ten 
pounds for every day during which the default continues.’’ It appeared 
that the practice is—as there is a difficulty in enforcing the penal provision 
of the section—to apply to the registrar for an order if the statement is 
not submitted within the prescribed time, and in the event of the order 
being disobeyed to move tocommit. It was stated that in the present 
case the respondent, who had been required in pursuance of the section to 
submit the statement, had taken no steps to do so until after the service of 
the motion to commit, though he had done so then, and it was also stated 
that the penalties could not be exacted without an application to the 
Queen’s Bench Division for an information. 

Vavonan Wit11ams, J., said that a practice was springing up of official 
receivers, the moment they did not get a statement containing the in- 
formation which was in their opinion necessary, treating an application to 
the registrar for an order as a matter of course, and an order being made 
thereupon without inquiry. He thought that practice was a bad one. He 
would not suggest that the official receiver was not entitled to get such an 
order as had been obtained in the present case, but the registrar must not 
in future make such orders unless he first satisfied himself that the person 
against whom the order was made had the materials for making the state- 
ment. It would be better in future that applications for such orders be 
made to the judge. No order would be made on the motion except that 
the applicant pay the costs, not to exceed £5.—Covunset, Ingle Joyce. 
Soxicrrors, Solicitor to the Board of Trade ; respondent in person. 


| Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
SINGLETON v. ROBERTS, STOCKS, & CO.—19th April. 
Servick or Writ—Practice—Foreicn Firu—Orp. 48a, pr. 1. 


Summons taken out on behalf of the defendants for an order that the 
issue and service of the writ in the action, which was to recover £383 for 
oods sold, should be set aside on the ground that the defendants were a 
oreign firm carrying on business at Buenos Ayres and not within the 
United Kingdom, and that they have no place of business or office there, 
and that the plaintiff had no right to sue the defendants in their firm 
name. The affidavit upon which the motion to set aside the writ was 
made set out that there were formerly three persons in the firm of Roberts, 
Stock, & Co., that one of these retired in 1893, leaving H. W. Roberts and 
A. L. Stocks as the partners in the firm, that these persons carried on 
business as ogee merchants at Bueuos Ayres in the Argentine Republic, 
that upwards of four years ago the said Roberts emigrated to Buenos 
Ayres, where about two years ago he commenced business with the other 
two partners as Roberts, Stocks, & Co., and that, since the retirement of 
the third partner, he has continued in partnership with A. L. Stocks 
under the same firm name, that the said Roberts arrived in England on a 
visit in December, 1893, and left England for Buenos Ayres on the 28th 
of March, 1894, and that this visit was the only visit he had made to Eng- 
land since he emigrated, that on the 28th of March, 1894, as Roberts 
was on the landing-stage at Liverpool to embark for Buenos Ayres, the 
plaintiff personally served him with the writ in this action, which writ was 
marked as ‘‘ not for service out of the jurisdiction,’’ and was taken out 
against the defendants’ firm in the firm name of Roberts, Stocks, & Co., 
that the firm of Roberts, Stocks, & Co., have not at any time carried on 
business in the United Kingdom and have not had any office or place of 
business therein, that the partners have not permanently resided in the 
United Kingdom for upwards of two years, and that they have only 
temporarily resided here when on a visit. In an affidavit made by the 
plaintiff in opposition to the motion he set out that he commenced to do 
business with the defendants in 1892, that the defendant Stocks was then 
in England and that, as the result of negotiations, he (the plaintiff) agreed 
to purchase goods for the defendants for shipment to them at Buenos 
Ayres, that by arrangement he was to charge the price of such goods to 
the defendants, and bis commission was to be half the profits on the sales, 
that the defendant Stocks then accompanied him to different firms in 
Manchester where he chose various kinds and quantities of goods, and the 
plaintiff then ordered the same in his own name and paid for them and 
forwarded them to the defendants in Buenos Ayres; that in January, 
1893, one of the partners came to England and suggested fresh terms with 
the defendents, and that while still in England such partner wrote a letter 
on behalf of the defendants’ firm containing such fresh proposals, that this 
letter was written in Manchester, and that the plaintiff elected to continue 
the business with the defendants on the commission terms mentioned in 
such letter, that the plaintiff then accompanied this partner to various 
Manchester warehouses where he chose quantities of goods for which the 
plaintiff paid in due course and which he forwarded to the defendants at 
Buenos Ayres; that the plaintiff received various sumsfrom the defendants 
on account, and that there is the balance owing which is now sued fqr; 
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that the defendants are natural born British subjects, and that all of them 
are in frequent communication with England and pay frequent visits here, 
that one or other partner - + ay iy am wry goon Pre —— ~ — 
the ter part. of this claim respect 0} pure - 
cholex one or other of the rs while in England. Upon the 
above facts the contention for the plaintiff was that the defendants’ firm 
carried on business within the jurisdiction and the writ was properly 
issued and could be served ll om ord. 48a, r. 1, which provides that 
‘* Any two or more persons claiming or being liable as co-partners and 
carrying on business within the — may sue or be sued in the 
name of the respective firms, if any, of which such persons were co- 
partners at the time of the accruing of the cause of action.”” For the 
defendants it was contended that the defendants’ firm was a foreign firm 
carrying on business outside the jurisdiction, that the writ was improperly 
issued against them and could not be served as a writ against a firm 
carrying on business within the jurisdiction. Yor the plaintiff it was 
contended that this was not an ordinary case of a foreign firm carrying 
on business abroad ; that the defendants were British born subjects, 
retaining their domicile and trading between England and Buenos Ayres, 
and that they are in the position of an English firm buying goods in England 
and sending them out to be sold, and that, therefore, t _ properly 
served under ord. 48a, r. 1; Baillie v. Goodwin (34 W. R. 787, 33 
Ch. D. 604), Grant v. Anderson (1892, 1 Q. B. 108), Russell v, Cambefort 
(37 W. R. 701, 23 Q. B. D. 526). 

Tue Covrr (Cuartes and Bruce, JJ.) held that the question being 
whether the defendants’ firm was a firm carrying on business within the 
jurisdiction within the meaning of the rule, it was clear from the affidavits 
that the defendants’ firm did not on business within the jurisdiction 
and that the relation between the plaintiff and the defendants was rather 
that of principal and agent and nothing more, and that, that being so, 
there was no authority to issue the writ in the form in which it was issued 
or to serve under the rule, and that the issue and service of the writ be 
set aside with liberty to the plaintiff to amend by inserting the names 
of the individual partners of defendants’ firm as defendants, and with 
liberty to issue the amended writ and serve the same at Buenos Ayres or 
elsewhere.—CounseL, 7. W. Chitty; J. E. Bankes. Soutctrors, Pritchard, 
Englefield, § Co., for Sampson § Price, Manchester. 

[Reported by Sir Suzrston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re EVELYN, Ex parte GENERAL PUBLIC WORKS AND ASSETS CO.— 
Q. B. Div., lst May. 


BANKRUPTCY—JURISDICTION—SALE BY MorTGAGERS, sUBJECT TO RIGHTS OF 
Trusteg, or Reversion Mortoacep ny BaNnkrurt AFTER REcEIVING 
ORDER. 


This was an appeal against an order of his Honour Judge Selfe in the 
county court of Rochester whereby he granted a perpetual injunction 
restraining the appellants from selling the reversionary interest of the 
bankrupt under a will, of which interest the appellants were mortgagees. 
A receiving order was made against Evelyn, the debter, in 1890, and in 
May, 1893, not wry Boy obtained his discharge, he borrowed from the 
appellants a sum of about £500 to enable him to get rid of his bankruptcy, 
giving as security a charge on a reversionary interest to which he was 
entitled under a will. This interest consisted in the reversion to certain 
real i nd in the county of Durham, of the value of about £4,000 a 
year. ae the 9th of January, 1894, the ———- put up the interest 
they had acquired under the mortgage m Evelyn for sale by 
auction, stating in No. 6 of the conditions of sale that Evelyn had been 
adjudicated bankrupt in 1890 with debts amounting to over £4,000 
from which he was as yet undischarged, and that unless the trustee in the 
bankruptcy concurred in the sale it would be subject to his rights to the 
reversion. The trustee attended the sale and read a letter, stating that he 
did not concur, and the reversion was sold, subject to his rights, for about 
£500, the amount of Evelyu’s debt to the appellants. Before the sale 
could be completed the trustee applied in the county court at Rochester 
for an injunction to restrain the appellants from selling this reversionary 
interest, which the county court judge granted. Upon appeal, counsel 
for the appellants contended that the county court ju no jurisdic- 
tion to grant the injunction, on the ground that there had been no inter- 
ference with the trustee in the administration of the estate, and no dealing 
with any of his property by the appellants. The bankrupt would have a 
right to deal as he pleased with any surplus that might be over from his 
Property after his debts were paid. This chance of a surplus he had 
assigned by way of mortgage to the appellants, and they were now 
entitled to sell it. Perhaps it might be of small value, but that did 
not prevent their putting it up for sale for what it was worth, and 
they warned all intending purchasers that it was to be sold: subject 
to the rights of the trustee. Whatever the appellants’ chances under 
their mortgage might be worth, the judge had no jurisdiction to restrain 
them from realizing them for what they would fetch. They cited 
Bromley v. Goodere (1 Atk. 75), Charman v. Charman (14 Ves. 580), Ez 
parte Archer (2 G. & J. 110), Ex parte Malacky (1M. D. & D. 353), and Ex 
parte Sheffield, Re Austin (27 W. R. 622, 10 Ch. D. 434). Counsel for the 
respondent contended that by their sale the appellants were interfering 
with the administration of the estate in such a way as to j Pog 
ing of an injunetion, that the notices of sale, apart from condition No. 6, 
made it appear as though the whole interest were up for sale, and thereby 
injured the trustee’s chances of selling his rights in the reversion, should 


to a slander of title, and might, as such, be restrained by injunction with- 
out proof of actual 
diction to interfere with 
the trustee in li y i 
Woodhouse (13 W. R, 516, 34 L. J. Ch. , Re Leadbitter (27 W. R. 

10 Ch. D. 388), aw Sheffield, Re Austin, and Thomas vy. Williams (28 
W. R. 983, 14 Ch. D. 864). 

Vavenan Wits, J., allowed the appeal. His lordship said that he 
had, os with great reluctance, come to the conclusion 
made by the county court judge was wrong, and that there was no juris- 
diction to make it. Even supposing the reeervations contained in the 6th 
condition of sale had not been inserted, there was no contractual relation 
between the trustee and the m from 
doubtful whether the trustee had any right to restrain 
circumstances. There was no action pending between the parties, and it 
was doubtful whether there was any cause of action. But since the 6th 
condition had been inserted it was clear that the mortgagees did not pur- 
port to eell any prenely << fhe Somiee, 0 ae ee oe no 
action could lie against them. Even if it could, the Bankruptcy Court 
was not the proper place in which to bring it. Further, there was no 
interference here with an officer of the court in the performance of his 
duties, Ifthere had been, the court would have had the right to t 
it as in Helmore v. Smith (35 W. R, 157, 35 Ch. D. 449), but not in way > 
in which the trustee had asked in his motion in the present case. Inter- 
ference by a person claiming under the bankrupt would specially demand 
the intervention of the court to prevent it, but in the present case there 
was no foundation on which the court could conclude that there 
hag any interference with the trustee in the performance of his 

uties. 

Kennepy, J., concurred. A allowed with costs.—Covunsst, 
Herbert Reed, Q.C., and, Muir Mackenzie; J. Lawson Walton, Q.C., and 
Stephen Lynch. Soxscrrons, G. ¢ H. 8. Brandon ; Haddon Woodward. 

(Reported by P. M. Francxe, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
UNDERWOOD v. LEWI8—C. A. No. 1, 7th May. 


Soricrron — Retarser—Regraingr To conpuct Common Law Action—Ricu? 
or SoLicrroR TO TERMINATE RETAINER—REASONABLE Notice —REASONABLE 
Cause. 

The plaintiffs, who were solicitors, were retained by the defendant to . 
act as his solicitors in defen three common law actions which had been 
brought him. While the actions were proceeding, and before they - 
were concluded, the plaintiffs gave the defendant notice (which was 
admitted to be a reasonable notice in point of time) that they would ter- 
minate the retainer, and thereu they ceased to act for him in the 
conduct of the actions. The plaintiffs brought this action to recover their 
costs up to the date of their withdrawal from the conduct of the actions. 
The plaintiffs in their plead alleged that they had reasonable cause 
for cent the conduct of the actions. At the trial Grantham, J., 
ruled that a solicitor, upon giving reasonable notice to his client, might 
terminate the retainer, and sue for his costs up to that date, and declined 
to receive —— as to Bary ve ea ma = rearonable cause for so . 
doing upon the ground was irrelevant. He accordingly directed a 
verdict on judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendant moved for @ new — 


Tue Court (Lord Esusr, M.R., A. L. Surru and Davey, L.JJ.) granted 
a new trial. ’ : 

Lord Esuen, M.R., said that it was clear that where a client employed . 
a solicitor to conduct an action it was an entire contract to carry on 
the action to its termmation. That was an implication of law. In 
Cresswell v. Byron (14 Ves. 271) Lord Eldon said that the Court of Common | 
Pleas, when he was there, held that an attorney, ha’ quitted his client 
before trial, could not bring an action for his bill. If Lord Eldon meant - 
that under no circumstances could the solicitor sue on his bill, that rule 
was modified subsequently. It was not necessary to go through all the » 
authorities, but there were to that rule. 
exception was where the client refused to the solicitor with 
for immediate disbursements. But the courts had said that, where 
solicitor was entitled to terminate the retainer, he must give reasonable 
notice to his client. It was eaid, however, that Vansandauw v. : 
Bing. 402), Harris v. Osbourn (2 ©. & M. 629), and Re Hall 
(26 W. R. 501, 9 Ch. D. 538) shewed that reasonable notice alone was ' 
sufficient. But the P seip vere 

f 2 Hag oy Mato Seseel, IER said that he would not apply the 
¢ Bar J -R., ’ 
common law rule to a complicated suit in equi oe naened tat 

tor to wait until the conclusion of the suit to 
present case there were three common law actions, not one of them finished | 
when the tiffs terminated their retainer. Grantham, J., held that - 
the plaintiffs could, without any cause whatever, put an end to the con- 
tract upon gi reasonable notice, and then sue for their bill of costs 

to that time. ere was no authority for such a proposition. The 

judge ought to have received evidence as to wi there was reasonable 
ove. terminating the retainer. There must, therefore, be a new _ 
trial. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said that he would confine his judgment to the © 
resent case, which was the case of a retainer in a common law action. 
t was clear from the decisions that the contract of a solicitor was an entire 
contract, and it was his duty to go on to the end of the li the 





he at any future time wish s0 todo. The appellant’s conduct amounted 


in 
action, and the solicitor could not without reason ible notice put an end to 
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the contract. That was laid down in Vansandau v. Browne, Harris v. Osbourn, 
Whitehead v. Lord (7 Ex. 691), and in Re Romer § Haslam (42 W. R. 51; 
1893, 2 Q. B. 286), and it was not denied in Re Hall ¢ Barker as applicable 
to a common law action. Therefore the obligation of a solicitor was, 
prima facie, to carry on the action to ite conclusion, and he could not sue 
upon his bill of costs until then. But the question now arose whether the 
solicitor could, without any reason whatever, terminate the retainer. In 
Vansandau v. Browne certain conditions were laid down as implied in the 
retainer. For instance, if the solicitor asked for funds to continue the 
action, and the client refused to supply them ; or if the client did some- 
dishonourable in the conduct{of the action ; and there might be man 
other circumstances under which the solicitor might decline to go on wit 
the action and might sue for his coste up to that time. The question in 
this case was whether a solicitor, without rhyme or reason, could throw up 
the retainer on giving reasonable notice and sue for his costs. In Harris 
v. Osbourn and Whitehead v. Lord Parke, B., did not have his mind 


directed to the present point, and he only meant to say that a solicitor 
could not throw up his retainer at any rate without gi reasonable 
notice. The authorities were against the contention of the ntiffs, and 


there must, therefore, be a new trial in this case, so that the evidence as 
to reasonable cause could be gone into. 

Daver, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, Lockwood, Q.C., Winch, Q.C., and 
Tindal Atkinson ; Sir Henry James, Q.C., Jelf, Q.C., and J. E. Bankes. 
Soxicrrors, Underwood, Son, ¢ Piper ; Letts Brothers. 


[Reported by W. F. Ranny, Barrister-at-law.] 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


The Right Hon. H. H. Asauirn, Q.C., has been elected a Bencher of the 
Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn in succession to the late Lord Bowen. 


Mr. Henry Cunyncuame, barrister, has been appointed Assistant Under- 
to the Home Department, in the place of Mr. Leigh Pemberton, 
whose term of office is about to expire. 


Mr. H. T. Nicuotson, solicitor, of 11, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 


Mr. Tuomas Howarp Detcuron, solicitor, of the firm of Timbrell & 
Deighton, of 44, King William-street, London Bridge, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Deighton was admitted in July, 1887. 

Mr. Jonn Atexanver Ox.arp, solicitor, 2, Church-court, Clement’s- 
lane, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ollard 
was admitted in December, 1878. 

Mr. Atrrep Pvuisston, solicitor, 13, Sherborne-lane, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Puleston was admitted in 
December, 1887, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Cuanr.es Perry, solicitor, Wolverhampton, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths, Mr. Perry was admitted in January, 1888. 


Mr. Heanert Sampson Payne Martian, solicitor, Sunderland, has been 
— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Maitland was admitted in May, 





Mr. Henmon Bowie Onmoxps May, solicitor, 22, Charterhouse-square, 
E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. May was ad- 
mitted in July, 1881. 


Mr. Tuomas Mavvison, solicitor, Durham, has been appointed a Com- 
 Stijed for Oaths. Mr. Maddison was admitted in Hilary Vacation, 


Mr. Onzavatann Joun Pututirs, solicitor, Kingston-on-Thames, has 
been : a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Phillips was admitted in 
July, . 

Mr. Gzorce Wu. Rowe, solicitor, 28, Lincoln’s-inn-flelds, W.C., has 
Lae a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rowe was admitted in 
March, 1877. 

Me. Jounn Wa. Rosz, B.A. Camb., solicitor, 13, Delahay-street, West- 
minster, has been appointed a Commissioner for Uaths. Mr. Rose was 
admitted in March, 1888. 

Mr. Joun James Rawstuonn, solicitor, Preston, has been a ted @ 

for Oaths. Mr. Rawsthorn was admitted in November, 
1887, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. ptt eames Ray, —- 177, Great Portiand-street, Port- 
land- -, has been a a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Ra 
was chenisted in January, es. . 


Mr. Joun Snavens Ricnanpson, solicitor, Thirsk, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Richardson was admitted in March, 1883. 


Mr. Waren CHantes Witttams, solicitor, 244, Camberwell-road, S.E., 
has been ted a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Williams was ad- 
mitted in Jaly, 1887. 

Mr. Ssrrmvus Ricsy Wercurman, solicitor, Liverpool, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Weightman was admitted in 
June, 1884. He is a notary public. 


Mr. Encar Hawey Warson, solicitor, Taunton, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Watson was admitted in December, 1884. 


Mr. Huon C. Vivcent, solicitor, Carnarvon, has been appointed a Com- 
for Oaths. Mr. Vincent was admitted in September, 1886. 





Mr. Evetyn Wappineton, solicitor, Usk, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Waddington was admitted in July, 1885. He 
is clerk to the justices. 


Mr. JonatHaN James WasutncTon, solicitor, 1, Trinity-equare, South- 
waik, has been ——_ a Commissioner for Oaths. . Washington 
was admitted in February, 1885. 

Mr. Wriu1am Wirxrns0n, solicitor, Bishop Auckland, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wilkinson was admitted in January, 1888. 


Mr. Gzorcz Roxtnson, solicitor, Rochester, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Robinson was admitted in December, 1887. 
He is clerk to the Stroud Parish Trustees, clerk and registrar to the 
Stroud Burial Board, clerk and solicitor to Snodland Burial Board, and 
deputy registrar. 

Mr. Ricuarp ALgexanpeR Rorusruam, solicitor, Coventry, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rotherham was admitted in 

rch, 1888, after passing the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. Txos. Etierson Ricxersy, solicitor, Cheltenham, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Rickerby was admitted in 
August, 1887. 


Mr. Grorcz Hvpratt Sriissury, B.A., solicitor, Manchester, has been 
yee Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Spilsbury was admitted in 
pri, : 


Mr. Grineet Extis Samvat, solicitor, 16, Great Winchester-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Samuel was admitted 
in November, 1882. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Dissonvrion. 


Frank Tarron and Wet.estey Tuomas Hammonp, Old Jewry-chambers, 
solicitors. Tatton & Hammond. May 5. [ Gazette, May 11. 





GENERAL. 


Sir Peter Edlin was absent from the London Sessions at Newington this 
week, having been confined to his bed since Friday week with a severe cold. 


According to the latest reports on Thursday, Lord Coleridge was 
gradually recovering from his recent severe illness. 


The London Gazette of the 11th inst. contains the formal announcement 
that the Queen has appointed Sir Charles Russell to be a Lord of Appeal in 
Ordinary, and has granted to him the dignity of Baron for life, by the 
style and title of Baron Russell of Killowen, in the county of Down. 


Although in common parlance, says the Albany Law Journal, it is 
generally understood that r is intoxicating, nevertheless the Supreme 
Court of South Dakota [State v. Sioux Falls Brewing Co. (March3; Fuller, 
J.), 58 N. W. Rep. 1], have held that this must be shewn by evidence, the 
weight and sufficiency of which is for the court or jury, as the case may 
be, and that a court will not take judicial notice that beer is a malt or 
ay liquor, in the absence of a statute declaring that it shall be 
so deemed. 


In arguing a point before a judge of the Superior Court, says the 
Albany Law Journal, Colonel Folk, of the mountain circuit in North 
Carolina, laid down a very doubtful proposition of law. The judge looked 
at him for a moment, and queried: ‘‘ Colonel Folk, do you think that is 
law?” The colonel ully bowed, and replied: ‘‘Candour compels 
me to say that I do not, but I did not know how it would strike your 
honour.’’ The judge deliberated a few moments, and gravely said : ‘‘That 
may not be contempt of court, but it is a close shave.’’ 


The following are the dates fixed by the judges (Collins and Bruce; 
JJ.) for holding the ensuing spring assizes on the Northern Circuit—viz., 
Appleby, Thursday, June 28; Carlicle, Saturday, June 30 (civil business 
being taken on J =f 3); Lancaster, Thursday, July 8; Manchester, Mon- 
day, July 9; Liverpool, Wednesday, July 25. Civil and criminal busines 
will be taken at all these places. . Justice Collins will proceed on the 
circuit alone until Manchester is reached, when he will be joined by Mr. 
Justice Bruce. 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora oy Reoisrzans iv ATTENDANCE OF 












Aprzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Mr. Lavie Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton 
Carrington Pugh Ward 
Tenstaghes Pagh Ward 
Lavi Beal Pemberton 
Pugh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn. Romer. 
Leach ge 
Leach Farm f 
Godfrey Rolt 
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CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 


The Lorp Curer Justice or Encianp and Mr. Justice Maruew will 
remain in town during the whole of the Circuits; the other Judges till 
their respective Commission Days. 

Norice.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the 
Circuit Towns both Civil’ and Criminal Business must be ready to be taken 
on the first’working day ; in other cases the note appended to the name 
of the Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil Business will not 
be taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges go there 
will be no alteration in the old were? 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masters ry Cuampers vor Trinity Sittings, 1894. 


A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Pollock. 

G to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Macdonnell ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Walton. 

O to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Manley Smith. 


Trinity Srrrincs, 1894. 

A to F—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Jobneon are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 110, at 11 30 a.m., cn Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

G to N—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 












t Mester Duties ase ta o> ere ie Se own seem, 
No. 112, at &.m., On Montage, ednesdays, and Fridays. 

0 to Z—All by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Wil cece ase to be mantle Yeturmble before him in hie own 
room, No. 179, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays until 
the 30th of June, after which day they are to be made returnable before 
the Master in this division. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of masters’ chambers, and the 
oumentheds Vals be Saceen ae ne peetet es Se eee ae thé sum- 


menaes in bo heed bebee-Ge masta sitting in chambers, and will be 
oat one ae ee on th oe ards ments ts tas one eae 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the same manner as 


if they were met sie ae mes Orver or THe Masters. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Barns. a iy ei 11, at omg py = een 8.W., the wife of H. H. Hood Barrs, 
m. CROSS. — de 5 il, at 22, ‘Carlyle-square, S. W., the wife of Gerald P. R. Burgess, solicitor, 
Dognane- _—May 4, at Brackley House, Bath, the wife of Wells Durrant, barrister-at-law, 


& 80n. 
Po.ry.—May 10, at 2, Lynton Villas, Kingston-hill, the wife of Arthur P. Poley, barrister- 
at-law, of a son. on. 


MARRIA 
Gray—Tuorvxe.—May 15, at H.B.M. Vice-Consulate, V George G. Gray, a>, 
J.P., F.R.G.S., F.L.S., &e,, of ‘noe ple, barrister-at-law, to 
Marrion Thorne, of Melrose, St. 








WARNING TO INTENDING poet Purcaasens & Lessszs.— Before yoo eg 


« house have the o Faniiney communes Rae Ee 
Engineering & Ventilation Co. prone te hy One Vicniaot 
Westexlootes (Estab. IOvO), whe alee undertabe the the Ventilation of Offices, &c.--[Apvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fumay, May 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep mu Cancer. 


Commerciat Stock axnp Suare Corporation, Lantep—Petn for winding up, presented 
May 4, directed to be heard on May 23. gtiddell & Co Co, 9, Sohn a Bedford row, 
or jusins, Cardi: solor for petner. of appearing must reach abovenamed 
oe tee ae 22 
“Satestiewe Belin, Mindi een fr winding Petnor._ Notice of arpearng arom ad 
on . ' 
1 feuh the aboven ate my = Peta for winding prosanted May 8, directed 
NTERNATIONAL MMERCIAL MITED— 
to be on May 23. Davis, 11, Lincoln's inn field solor pete g otice of 
a peat must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Joun tun pitt Gostiixe & Co, Lunrep—Petn for wind 
be heard Boyce & 


on May 23. Son, 
Chancellor, ord, — aon Notice of 


named not later than 6 o'clock in the sepa 


lt 


dators } 

Picxur’s Commercial Horet Co, Lautrsp—Creditors are Be age on or before May 31, 
to send their names and and of debts ¥ 
Duckworth, Haslingden, Lancs. & Sons, solors for liquidators 

R. F. Hatt Manuracturixe Co, Liurrep—Creditors - Bary vee on or before June 18, 
to send their names addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to Charles © 
date Dae, 52, Pope st, Birmingham. Smith & Co, Birmingham, solors for 
1qur 

T. Taytor és Se» oy pie A are ah ny Sophy os une 25, to send their 
names and or claims, to Thomas Crummack.- 
Travis, 39, wont arhange  Rancbestes 

London Gasette.—Turspay, May 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep 1x CHANCERY. 

Avromatics Syxpicate, Linrrrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 23;.to send’ 
their Se dresses, and particulars of ther debts or claims, to nin Hayes, 
107, Cannon 


Bristor Empree Pavace ov Vanreties Co, Liuureo—Petn for or winding up, paesented Mas 
10, directed to be heard on May 23. Meredith & Co, 8, New sq, agents for Bibly 
reach the abovenamed 


Lat 


Dickinson. Bristol, solors dy da Notice of appearing must 

past ee San AEE Ee een eel a J onl 
RODIE, ELVILLE, MITED to 
their names and addresses, and particulars  thels ae to Wilfred Clarks 


of their debts or or claims, to 

Hughes, 12, Fenchurch st. Pearce & Rowse, Liverpool A= or liquidator 

CommerciAL Srocx anp SHare Corporation, Limirep—Credi ven Mad = = 
sere a Seen adlec Weed, 0 Coleman ot. Bergeyee Woalte & Gresham 
claims, to Jo st. 77, 

Jou: B Wana 7 ~Credito: pin . 
ones Brorners, Wavsauy, Limitep - rs are or ‘one to 
send their names addresses, and or thas debts ‘or - 


particulars of to 

Jones, Bloxwich Hall, Bloxwich.’ Underhill & Thorneyeroft, solors ‘ae 

Lonpow Jorst Srock Trust, Liurrep—Oreditors are —., on or before June 93, to 
addresses, particulars of their 


send their names and and debts claims, wend 
Newoo-Smuith, ‘7, Wal : #5 - 
Marrow Biscuit Co, Limirep—Creditors are sonzieet, on or before June 23, to send 
See 08 ee ee ee or claims, to Ride 


Malton, solors for liquidators 


Marcuant, Youno, ry Co, Linrrep—Petn for windi 10, directed to 
be heard 'on May 23. Chester & Co, Oo at Dalend toe, cna toe tens ‘Ashton under 
Lyne, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must must reach the not later than 


6 o'clock in the afternoon of May 22 
Sate Hore. axv Botayicat Ganpexs Co, Laurrep—Petn ~~ will be heard’ 
on Wednesday, , May 23, at the Royal Courts, vee & mers Not 
Temple, ag poo for 
William A. Gibb later than six eleck fn 


Tyrian a TION cdneaday, Limitep—Petn for Oe ated ot Mar 11 to» 
be heard po kt ys 
solors for pe te. Notice later ax 


o’clock in 


“a must reach the abovenamed not 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day oF Cram, 
London Gazette,—Faipay, May 4. 
Sreenexcon, Huan, Walbottle Dene House, Northumberland, Farmer May 31 Miller v 
Sample, Kekewich, J Sample, Newcastle on Tyne 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 8. 
a Witt1am Oswavp, Brighton, Esq June6 Gibson v Taylor, North,J Gibson, 


Hanrcreaves, James, Lg wg Tobacconist June 5 Epplestone v Hargreaves, Regis- 


Craven, Manchester 
Lewiys, MAnoaret, — Village, Soden May 30 Longden v Hartiss, Registrar, 
Durham Moore & Co, Sunderland 


Warnen, Josian Ives, Wallington Surrey, Exy. June15 Williams v Thompson, Stir- 

ling, J. Rivington, Fenchurch bldgs 
London Gazette.—Fnipay, May 11. 

Forrest, Gronce Enwann, Great New st, Fetter lane, a1 June16é Kenyonv 
Forrest, Kekewich, J Edell & Gordon, King st, Cheapside 
London Gazette—Turspay, May 15. 

Mortow, Witt1am THomas, Maida hill, Furrier June5 Lotheim & Co v Morton, Stir- 

» J Hutchinson, 


H in’s inn fields 
Ropixson, Wiuiam, Rumworth, Bolton, Provision Dealer June15 Robinson v Robin- 
Manchest: ussell, Bolton 


son, 

Sraxsrerp, Henry Wit us *Flockton, nr Wakefield, Colliery Proprietor June 12 
Barrow v — J Gray, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Steer, Joun Worson Sivem di bot, Devon, Builder June7 Steer v Dobell, Chitty, J 
Hacker, Newton Abbot 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fnripay, May 4. 

Apranan, Josern, Lincoln, Builder May 31 Andrew & Trotter, Lincoln 
Atnscow, Mania, Openshaw May 25 Marriott & Co, Manchester 
Axoar, Exizapetn Axx, Hastings June 30 Gowing & Co, Finsbury pavement 
At.ey, Gzorcz, Handsworth, Gent Junei1 Mitchell & Willmot, Birmingham 
Bart.ett, Fraxcis, Beckenham July 7 Woolley, Great Winchester st 
Betiauy, Wit.1aM, Bradford, Innkeeper June2 Freeman, Bradford 
Boorn, Georce Boyer, Hyde July 25 Hibbert & Westbrook, Hyde 
Braycu, Lyp1a, Boscobel gardens June 16 Price, Walbrook 
Burynam, Witi1aM, Birmingham, Gent May 31 Mogford, Birmingham 
Brgriry, Canon, Landport June 20 Glanville, Portsea 
Caaruan, Witu1am, Seaford, Collector June 25 Bedford, Newhaven 
Cnaistorners, Harriet Crowcu, W Kensington June2 Norris & Son, Gray’s inn pl 
Coemeeas Tuomas Wettincs, Birmingham, Stamper May 14 Mitchell & Willmot, 


Cores, Gzrorce, Upper Holloway, Confectioner April 20 Wells & Son, Paternoster row 
Dopps, Bexsauty, Brighton, Gent June 14 Pedley & Co, Bush lane 





Gopuax, Epuuxn Tempe, Moreton in Marsh, Esq June 11 Peacock & Goddard, South 
| Wee Geonce Wi .1am, Stony Stratford, Farmer May 31 Parrott, Stony Strat- 


| ‘ore 
| Witsox, Epwin, Tadcaster, Brewer June 15. North & Sons, Leeds 


chen, Beanens, Gt Grimsby, Widow June5 Wilkin, Gt Grimsby 
Ggecory, Exizanetn, St Helens, Widow June 16 Lomax, St Helens 


Hatt, Freperick, Notting Hill June12 Preston & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Harpy, Cuarzes, Gittisham, Land Agent June 15 Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 
Hiyyew, pie Cuarves, Bury St Edmunds, Chemist June 1 Sparke & Sons, Bury 


Hitt, Seen Teagten gdns Junell Skewes-Cox & Co, Lancaster pl 

Howakgp, Rurvs Hamiitoy, Rangoon, Ship’s Captain July 31 Brabant, Gray's inn sq 
Hveues, Jostan, Bangor, Ironmonger May 30 Owen & Griffith, Bangor 

Hussey, Taomas, Highcliffe, Devon, Esq June1 Buckingham & Co, Exeter 

Jones, Ex1za, Bournemouth June6é Charsley, Beaconsfield 

Keuty, Parr Daterurce, Gt Jamesst Juneis Hargrave, Gt James st 

Kixe, be Parrick, Rev, Merstham, Clerk in Holy Orders May 31 Blount & Co, 


Laxpen, Witt1am, Moulton, Publican May 30 Calthrop & Bonner, Spalding 
Lawreyce, Wii114M Georoe, Totterdown, Marine Engineer June9 Trapnell, Bristol 
Lapp1arp, Josern, South Norwood May 25 Sandom & Co, Gracechurch st 

Lrvay, Carter, Leamington Priors, Gent June 24 Coulton & Son, King’s Lynn 
Lomax, Mason James, Highgate May 25 Damant, Stroud Green 

Lovett, Ricnarp Mixes, Bath, Licensed Victualler June 10 Payne & Fuller, Bath 
Mayse.t, Harriett Exizaseta June 15 Booty & Bayliffe, Raymond’s bldgs 
Mansnatt, Harerer Aricia, Plymouth June 30 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 

Marner, Taomas, Croft, Lancaster, Farmer June 15 R & F H Taylor, Bolton 

Mayor, Josepu, Leicester, Clerk in Holy Orders June8 J. & 8. Harris, Leicester 
McAuuister, Marcarer, Harrington, Widow June9 Jackson, Workington 

Neate, Axx, Bristol, Widow Juneé Neale, Abchurch lane 

Otpuam, Gzoraz, Hyde, Butcher July 25 Hibbert & Westbrook, Hyde 

Poote, Witttam Tueanrspy, Carnarvon, J.P. June 15 Littledale & Lefroy, 7, King’s 


me, 4 Clapham rd, Gentleman June 14 Chapple & Co, Carter lane 

Reeve, Tuomas, Owston, Grazier June2 Oldham & Marsh, Melton Mowbray 

Ross, Mary Louisa, Southampton, Spinster June 14 Goater & Blatch, Southampton 
Sanver, Horace, St George’s in the East, Ironmonger June? Harman & Co, Cheapside 
Sanvwicn, Countess or, Charles st, Widow June6 Watkins & Co, Sackville st 
Szevey, Georce, Clapham, Cab Proprietor June4 Bulcraig, Clapham 

Suaw, Jane Evizapetu, Huddersfield, Widow June9 Learoyd & Co, Huddersfield 
Stocomse, Exiza Harnierre, Reading June9 Cooke & Co, Wokingham 

Smuitn, Gzorce, St George’s in the East, Greengrocer June9 Bradshaw, Poplar 
Sparks, Witt1aM Biencowe, Misterton, Solicitor June15 Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 
Sreruenson, Cuantes Jouy, Throckley House, Coal Owner May 381 Sample, Newcastle 


on Tyne 
Story, James, Bryanstonsq June16 Morgan & Co, Old Broad st 
Tomson, Wiii1am, Mile End, Clothier Jane11 Pakeman, Bucklersbury 
Vanpeteur, Magy Henrietta Frorence, Hyde Park June1 Leach, Lancaster pl 
‘Wanrpen, Carserixe, Shanklin June6 Yarde & Loader, Raymond bidgs 
Wesrtproox, Rutn, Huddersfield June 1 Bottomley, Huddersfield 
Wip, Tuomas, Castle Bromwich, Licensed Victualler May 27 Fitter, Birmingham 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. hee JoxaTHAN, Hereford, Watchmaker Hereford Tuomas, J Jottx, Haverfordwest, Saddler - Pembroke Dock 


KEATIXG, 4 


London Gazetie.—Fripar, May 11. M, 
Pet May 9 Ord M 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
datas, Isaac, Nottingham Nottingham PetMay9 Ord 


y 
Bapainroy, Grorce Samvurt, Bush 
a —; L, ey, Bootmaker St Albans 


8 Ord May 8 


Ord May 
Finebury Park, Stationer High Court hie =< EORGE tia, Hoxton, Draper High Court 


May 1 


wi ty B, Chelaca High Court Pet March 28 Vag Guamaneeat, Derby, Greengrocer Derby Pet 
0 y 9 
Kure Louis, Leeds, Tailor 


y9 Ord May 9 
Leeds Pet May 7 Ord | War, Citanves Unian, ~ yas Dorset, Blacksmith Poole 
Pet May 4 Ord Ma 


7 
LakE Wan er, Thatcham, Draper Newb Pet April | Watre.ey, Bexsamin ES Oldham, Joiner Oldham 
Baprey, i, Onances, Cambridge, Baker Cambridge 28 Ord May 4 0 vi hd . Pet May9 Ord May 9 : 
et May8 Ord May 8 | Lewin, Davip, Cheuie, Stationer Coventry Pet May 9| Witsox, Ropixson, Kingston upon Hull, Coal Merchant 
Seow, Ceomeaes B, H, Westminster, Gent High Court Pet Ord May 9 Kingston upon Hull Pet May7 Ord May 


ys 
Beaty, Joun Crass, St Thomas the ~ med Devon, Pet May 9 i, Ma 
Bor acon arta, Sa dtnd Ps |S ad 
7 on, } 
May? Ord lear? y or’! ‘armer ord Pet | 


Buvsr,) Epwarp — Torquay, Coal Dealer Exeter Pet May 9 Ord May 9 


Livers, Wiiuram, St Osyth, Essex, Farmer Colchester! The following amended notice is Ree mah for that 

Wellaston Stourbridge Pet May 7 
Ord May 

MELLER, Mone Aywne, Droitwich, Saddler Worcester Pet 


published in the London Gazette of April 24 :— 


WEALL, Sypney Frank, am sq, Solicitor High Court 
Pet Feb 16 Ord April 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


_ y9 Ord May 9 Netrietroy, WituiaM Hewry, pau Commercial Traveller | 
acem comrn, coventry, Watch Manufacturer Coventry Leeds ‘Pet May7 Ord May Atay, Exizasern, Gosforth, Baker May 2iati1.30 Off 
y9 Ord May 9 Ree, Pink lane Newcastle on Tyne 


eg ne Mecncang Suirn Hurcuivson, and Tuomas | 
May 5 Ord May under Lyne Pet May 8 


y 
ee T R, Covent Garden, Hotel Proprietor High | Nostx, Roser, Crosby on Eden, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet 


Pet April 13 Ord May 8 May9 OrdMay 9 


New aes, ioe HARD, Wordsley” ‘Meadiblen Pet May 4 
y4 
Rag Merchants Dewsbury Pet | Nreip, Tuomas, Mossley, wy Coach guapecter Ashton 
0 


me me evmy 3 ey cee Baker May 22 at 
12 


ridge 
May 8 Biae, Rosert, ak aa —— pe isat3 Off Ree, 
95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Oxford, Lodging spay Paget May 21 


y B , RALPH 
SS hy ica » Clay Labourer Truro Pet May | Payxz, Davin, iment, Licensed Victualler Leicester “a Off he. i. Bt Aldate'’s, Oxfo: 


Pet April 28 Ord May 3 
ear Ve igus, Ch Chelmsford, Florist Chelmsford Pet May Rssvasts Whats, Ki he 


} Kingston upon Hull Pet May 5 Ord May 5 
a, a iw, Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff Pet May 8 | Ricnarps, eee nee . jam Painter West 


Bromwich 


Cuan.es, Ernest Dac, Stourport, Ironmonger May 18 
iter 


ton upon Hull, Corn Factor at12 Lion Hotel, Kiddermins 


Coos, Tuomas, St , Cornwall, Clay Labourer Truro 
May 19 at 1230 Off Ree, Boscawen st, Truro 
General Dealer May 18 


| ys Crawrokp, Epwarp rye ren 
Devas Eowiy Eryest, Hopton, a Estate Agent | Rossiys, th Dhilthorne Domer, Innkeeper Yeovil oc " ‘Off Rec, 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 


Pet May7 Ord May Pet May 8 Ord May 


Cross, Be Poole, Accountant May 18 at 12 Grand 


me Exiza Etizapertn, Nottingham, Shopkeeper | Saypers, ARrrTuur, Tee, Bookbinder Nottingham Hotel, Bournemouth 


Pet May8 Ord Ma Pet May 9 Ord May 9 


ne Tord Mae'r Walton, Publican King’s Lynn | Saxpers, Samvet, Oldham, Watchmaker Oldham Pet 


May8 Ord Mays 


Cannon Peer fivenese, Boot Maker Swansea Pet May | Scorr, Epmunp, Bristol, Japanner Bristol Pet May 7 


Evass, Henry Davin, and Wiii1am Corvon, Sheffield 
Painters May 18 at 2.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

Fiercuer, Joszern, Leeds, Cloth Manuf: acturer May 22 at 
3 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ys | Ord May7 Ganratt, WittiaM, Leicester, Hosiery Hand May 18 at 
Ganoixer, WiniiaM 4 iooman, Norwich Norwich Pet | Suira, Hvuen Tomas, Witiiam Heyry Suirn, and Jou 12. 30° O Off Rec, i, Berridge st, Lelonihie . 
Ma May 9 Henry Eee ord, eers Brad 


y 
Garratt, Wines oa. BC | 
as au ie osiery Hand Leicester | May 8 
Gvy, Veseeniex a. James Guy, and Water 


ford Pet | Gasxett & Son, James, Liverpool, Cotton Brokers May 
23at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liv 


erpoo! 
Srrovp, me | Cheltenham Pet May 5/| Goss, Henry Cantina, C Chiswick May 22 at 12 Bank- 


ruptcy 


May Carey st 
Grorax Guy, Brades Village, Staffs, Stock Brokers | Swaxent, Canis, Enfield, Hay Dealer Edmonton Pet cu, "Sanam, Gt Grantham, Widow Mayi9at12 Off Rec, 
8t Peter’s Ch 


W Bromwich Pet May5 Ord Ma 


urch walk, Nottingham 





A May 
Haxsnoven, ot ALperr, Bexhl on Sea, Gentleman | “ie” Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet May 9 Garey, DaniEt, St St Helen’ 8, Grocer May 22 at 12 Off Rec, 
verpool 


Hastings Pet April 2i Ord Ma 


35, Victoria st, Li 
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Comers, Bee Nenemian, Getelize, Radnor, Farmer May 21 


ame oy he Sanaa Builder May 18 at 3 Off 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 

. WILLIAM, Blackwood, Mon, Builder May 21 at 12 
off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Hogay, ALFRED James, Brixton, Auctioneer May 22 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Hoixes, Tuomas Henry, > an Lancashire, Cowkeeper 
May 23 at3 Off Rec, 36, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Hoopuess, Josera Benyamin, East Stockwith, Blacksmith 
May 24 at3 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Horrox, pd wo my Levenshulme, Architect May 24 at 
3.30 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Hussarp, Georer, and Ropert Hewry Trmvevy, Dart- 
ford, Carriage Builders May 28 at 11.30 Off Ree, 
Rocheste: , a - x » 

Jamgeaens pert, Elm pk ns, pm gee | romoter 

—— 23 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Jom, UGH, el pet Anglesea, Farmer May 18 at 


Railway Hotel, Bangor 
San 4 Jony, Biaenrhondda~ Collier May 22at3 Off Rec, 
erthyr Tydfil 


Kemp, Ws.114M, Spital sq, Silk Manufacturer May 22at12 
Bankruptcy ‘bldgs, Carey st 

Kerry, Esenezer Epwarp, Stoke Newington, Tailor 
May 19 at1l Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 

Lake, Water, Thatcham, Draper May 18 at 12 Off 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

LasuBrooke, Joun Rexcr, Islington, Licensed Victualler 
May 23 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Levy, Aprauam, Houndsditch, Clothier May 21 at 12 
Banruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Maxrsuarz, Witi1aM, Huddersfield, Saddler May 22 at 11 
Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Maywyarp, Tuomas, Kidderminster, Cooper April 18 at 
12.45 A 8 Thurafield, Solicitor, Kidderminster 

ee 5 ig = Cwmtill: Mon, Grocer May 18 at 12 
Off Rec, Merthyr Ty advil’ 

Meeneitn: Epw ARD, Chexiton, Kent, Tailor May 21 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Moraay, Price, Dinas, Glam, Grocer May 24 at 12 Off 
Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Nerupa, L Norman, Asolo Veneto, Italy, Stock Dealer 
May 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Payne, Davin, Leicester, Restaurant Keeper May 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

PEARSON, Frepericx Wim, Leeds, Carpenter May 21 
at uv Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Pratt, Hesry, Ystrad Rhondda, Glam, Butcher May 22 
ati2 Off Ree, Merthyr Tydfil 

Roserts, JosEru, Draycott in the Clay, Photographer 
aad = at 11.30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 

ren 

Sue ve, James, Weston thot Mare, Sawyer May 18 at11 
Bristol Arms Hotel, I igh st, Bridgwater 

Sumyer, Jonny, Bickley, Cheshire, Farmer May 25 at 12 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 

West, Gzorer, Merthyr Tydfil, Painter May23at12 Off 
Rec, Merthyr Tydfi 

Wou.cemutn, Jony, arcs: Licensed Victualler May 
25 at 11 Off Rec, 73, Castle ‘st, Canterbury 

Wray, Epwarp Franc x, Orpington, Builder May 18 at 
12.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Yarp.ey, Joux Epwarp, Huddersfield, Draper May 22 
at 3 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Auten, Isaac, Nottingham, Lace a nea Holder Not- 
tingham Pet May9 Ord Ma: 

Ba.peey, Henry Cuarwes, Cambuldge, Baker Cambridge 
Pet May8 Ord Mays 

Beavtey, Joun Crass, St Thomas the Agectio, Devon, 
Builder Exeter Pet May 9 Ord May 

Biyys, ABRAHAM, os ae Yorks, ican ‘Bradford Pet 
May5 Ord May7 

Buiunt, Epwarp James, Torquay, Coal Dealer Exeter 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 

Braunp, Epryest, Birmingham, Grocer Birmingham 
Pet March 21 Ord May 9 

Brooxs, Henry Cuarves, North mea Coal Merchant 
Barnet Pet May2 Ord May 

Brows, Isaac, = House Paulie Derby Pet March 
29 Ord May 


CHAPPELL, ta A Smta Hurcuixson, and Tomas 
Hurcuiysoy, a" Rag Merchants Dewsbury Pet 
May 5 rd May 

CoHEN, "ey DNEY, St Feonara son Sea, Auctioneer Hastings 
Pet May 3 Ord M 

Corrgy, Cuaries Epw sho, Lowestoft, Major Gt Yarmouth 
Pet April7 Ord Ma 

Coon, Tuomas, St Dennis, Cornwall, Clay Labourer Truro 
Pet May7 Ord May 

Craie, Jonny, and Mar.eoroven Peterson, Mid- 
dlesborough, Ship Managers Stockton on Tees Pet 
April1l Ord May 5 

Dass Henry nx James Longton, Grocer Stoke upon Trent 


me... a Enryest, "Hopton, & Soffolk, Estate Agent 
Norwich Pet May 7 May 7 
Durran, Exiza Exizasetu, Nottingham, Shopkeeper Not- 
tingham Pet May8 Ord May 8 
—— Srantox, West Ptr Publican King’s Lynn 
et May 7 Ord Ma’ 


Foor, bly i A Baker Birmingham Pet , 


pril26 Ord May 8 

Gammon, Henry, Swansea, Boot Maker Swansea Pet 
May8 Ord May8 

GarRRaTT, eters “Laicester, Hosiery Hand Leicester 
Pet May 7 Ord May 

——, ILLIAM = AE Norwich Norwich Pet May 

Go.pserG, Pamir, Whitechapel, Leather Merchant High 
Court Pet March 31 Ord May 7 

Goopmay, Arrep, Ware, Draper Hertford Pet April 12 
Ord April 24 

Gairrirus, Neuemian, a Radnor, Farmer Newtown 
Pet May 5 Ord Ma 

Guy, Freperick Cuantes, James Guy, and Water 





Grorce Guy, Brades Village, oy Stock Brokers 
West Bromwich Pet May5 Ord Ma 2d 

Hawarp, Fanny Harerert, Cawston, Norfolk, Grocer 
Norwich Pet May 3 Ord May9 

ees seem, ean, © Builder. High Court Pet April 
14 y7 

JoxEs, emi Hereford, Watchmaker Hereford Pet 
Ma: Ord 


ys 
Kure, Soon Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet May7 Ord May7 


Les, James, Staines, Stationer Kingston, Surrey Pet 
April 28 Ord Mays 
ay ~* save, Coventry, Stationer Coventry Pet May 9 


May 9 

ghacnean JAMER, wee Glass Merchant Stour- 
bridge PetMay7 Ord Ma’ We 

Meapows, Franx Listoy, W yaa Secretary High 
Court Pet 22 Ord Ma: 

MELLER, ae fawn Droitwich, 7 Saddler Worcester Pet 
May9 Ord May 

Moana’ | Boe, Nottingham, Plasterer Nottingham Pet 
April6é Ord May 8 

Netrvieron, Witt1aM Henry, Leeds, Woollen Merchant 
Leeds ‘Pet May7 Ord May 7 

Nievp, Taomas, Mossley, Lancs, "Coach Proprietor Ashton 


under Lyne Pet Ay 8 Ord Ma 
Home. Rosenr: ey a oem, ae Carlisle Pet 
y 9 


Ord M 

PA. 4. Pama a Bisho’ te st, Merchant 
High A 

Leicester, Restaurant Keeper Leicester 


urt Pet April 21 Ord 

“re , Builder Windsor Pet May 
8 

Ricuarps, THomas sone Smethwick, Painter West 
Bromwich Pet May7 Ord May 8 

a WIM, ~ red Domer, Innkeeper Yeovil 
Pet May8 Ord May 

Arrau Beeston, Bookbinder Nottingham Pet 


y9 
es Sixvny Oleham, Watchmaker Oldham Pet 
ys 

Scame.t, WILLIAM an ae, eae Farmer 
ury Pet Aprili3 Ord May7 

cote, Tee Bristol, Japanner Bristol Pet May 7 
y7 

Genre ie Ont Mee foatagan, Butcher Birmingham Pet 


Srrovup, Cuarves, ~ om Peay oe Proprietor 
Cheltenham Pet May 5 Ord Ma: 
Tarrs, Apert Brooxs Vopne, am Aol Dosson Dixox, 
Jouyx Dowett, Holborn, ’ Sundriesmen 
High Court Pet March 29 Ord ay 8 
se, fanet, , Clapham Park Colchester Pet March 
2 


Tuomas, a Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet May 9 


bias » hd Haverfordwest, Saddler Pembroke Dock 
Ww. Bet May Ord May 8: grocer Derby Pet 
ALMSLEY, CLEMENTINA, Derby, Green; erby 
“ays Clays” 


Way, Alle Unian, a Dorset, Blacksmith Poole 
Pet May 4 Ord ny 
Wuire.ey, Bensamin ponam, Oldham, Joiner Oldham 
May 9 Ord Ma 
Witson, Rosrxson, Kingston upon Hull, Seah Merchant 
Kingston upon Hull Pet May7 Ord "May 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of the 2ad Oct., 1888 :— 


Veysy, Vicron High Court Pet June 20,1888 Ord Sept 
29, 1888 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, May 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Auoar, Henry Case, seman, Miller Ipswich 
Pet — 18 wee BY 
Auiatt, Frep, Huda m. Greengrocer Huddersfield 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Armstzone, Tuomas, and Joseru Laycock, Burnley, 
ware Dealers Burnley Pet April 24 Ord May 16 
Beecaine, Ricnuarp — Hove, Saddler Brighton Pet 


Ord May 11 
Bevan, ALFRED, Pune ham, Public ea Broker Bir- 
mingham Pet Ma: Ord May 10 


Borrey, WILLIAM Soest, and Witiiam Henry Borrey, 
jpn Wandsworth, a ed Proprietors Wandsworth 
et May 10 Ord Ma: 
Bu.uas, Solum, Tipton, bd Worker Dudley Pet May4 
Ord May 4 


Burcuer, J ae Heyer Burener, and Frank 
Burcuer, Lg ry Ironfoun Barnsley Pet 


\ Licensed Victualler Preston 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Cox, Saran Aonss, ant, Sack Merchant Liverpool 
Pet May 11 Ord 
Cruixsnank, WILLIAM | ae terbury, Clothes 
er terbury Pet May 11 Ord May 11 
Duxsury, Mark, ee gent Manchester 


Pet April 17 Ord Ma: 
Fisuer, ILLIAM, ed May 30 Grocer Lewes Pet May 1i 
Ord May 11 


y 1 
Goopr, Grore , Ironmonger Leominster 
Pet sg es Ord May 10 
Hoxtrorp, Mary Caruenriye, and Jous awe Ho.rorp, 
‘acturers May 
10 Ord May 10 
aS re Spasbesnsiongh, Innkeeper Macclesfield 


May 1 
House. Guecen Henry. Sheffield, Fruit Merchant Shef- 
field Pet May10 Ord May 10 
Hurron, Atrrep, Hereford el Hereford Pet May 
11 Ord May 11 
Joxgs, Jouy, wwonno, Innkeeper Pontypridd Pet 
May 10 May 10 
Domentantan ‘Agent Liver- 


Jouns, Wi Witt, = 
Lort, ycazoune, Pian Park 10 rd, Spinster High Court 





“Pot iay it Ord May 1 7 , 
Jouy, Seah, Farmer White- 
"haven Pet May9 Ord 
nce Water y Bel oy 
Court Pet A 4 Ord May 9 
ioe \ 1g ot: "builder Greenwich 
PAR san Henny Bok : Fen, Farmer Boston Pet 
Perca, Aged 5 Thevens, Kidderminster, Grocer’s Assistant 
derminster Pet May 7 ae See ¢ - 
Grocer thampton Pet 


Rosixsox, A.rrep, Burnley, Livery-stable Proprietor 

Burniey Pet May 11 Ord May 11 

Rurserrorp, ‘™ -Y Fetter Licensed Victualler 

Court Pet Aprili3 Ord May 10 

Rutter, Joux, Great , Fisherman Great Grimsby 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 : 

Simpson, Barner, , Tailor Manchester Pet 
April 26 Ord May 10 

Sixes, Toomas Witrsnire, St Swithin’s lane, Traveller 


High Court Pet April23 Ord May 10 
TAYLor, wprazam, | le, Druggist Bolton Pet May 


10 Ord May 10 
Tw a Tuomas, geen, Builder Warrington Pet May 

Ord Ma: 
Wel Jouwn Aignes, Woodhall, Farmer Lincoln Pet 


A 30 Ord Ma: 
wisn Rapa t Hacron, Disninchen, Tea Dealer 
Pet April 3 pak 
Var Ss Epwis, Clapham High Court Pet May 
WaLts, Gosnte Gann, Portsmouth, Cook Portsmouth 
Pet May 9 Ord May 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Besssemnee, Joun, F Staffs, Blacksmith June 
14 at 11.30 ‘Wright & Westhead, St Martin’s place, 


Btafford 
——. Cosme, Kinson, Dorset, Contractor May 24 at 
2.30 


ff Rec, 
Bearzy, Joun Craps, St e, Devon, 
Builder May 24 at 10.30 On Res, ‘3, Apeatod chou, 


Exeter 
~— ABRAHAM, an, Clagten, 3 Farmer May 2iatil Off Rec, 
eae ae, Liverpool, Tint pool, Timber Me Merchant May 23 at 2 
suse a Jam gs me Coal Dealer May 24 at 
45 Off 13, circus, 


10.45 

Bonnam, Jom ise, atoh Manufacturer May 24 
at 12 iy Hertford st, st, Coventry 

Baunker, Gronox ieee Bradford, Wi Baker 
May 23 at 12 Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 

Canter, Frayxk Bricklayer May 23 at 11 

of 22, Park row, Leeds 

Cuaprett, Sipnsy, Suita Hurcuinsox, and Tuomas 
ane orks, Dyers May 23 at 4 Off 


Coo ag Wituam Cross, Middlesborough, 
‘May 23 at 3 Oi fer, 6 Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Crale, kage Hinary RLBOKROUGH Pererson, Mid- 
dies! Ship Managers May 23 at 3 Of Reo, 8, 


Dewx1s, Eowix Earvyest, 
D — ee: Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
iver, Tuomas Hexry 
May 22 at12 King’s s Arms Hotel, 
Extasy, Aoyes Grace, Bath, Teacher ¢ - Music — iw 23 at 
Off Bank chmbrs, 


12.30 a, 
Forey, Parrick James, Middles' h, 

May 23at3 Off Rec, 8, cre is 
Gunseee. Tuomas, Tow 


May 23 at 4.30 
GARDINER, Wesseau Ova soy pean Per 23 at 4.30 
Off st, Ni 


Hawarp, yes arrizett, Cawston, Norfolk, Grocer 
May 23 at 3.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, N 


port, Mon 
Lewiy, Davin, Coventry, Stationer May 24 at 11 Off Rec, 
17, Hertford st, 


——t. 
Looan, Jonx ALExanpEeR, Newlands, Glos, Colliery Pro- 
pristor May 24 at 1230 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank 


brs, Ni Mon 
Mrocemsee, — aoe Cumb, Farmer May 26 at 
2. 
Niewp, Tuomas, Mossley, Coach Poepcicter May 31 at 12.45 
Townhall, Ashton under Lyne 
Nosie, Ropent, Crosby on Eden, Innkeeper May 23 at 12 


12, 
OsuoxD,. Water James, Chew Magna, Baker May 23 at 
1.30 Off Rec, 


1 Bank chmbrs, Corn 
Quimi0n, Frepenick, Builder y 2at3 Of 
Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, ple avenue 


Rossivs, Wi.11aM, Chilthorne Domer, Innkeeper May 24 
at1 Off Ree, Salisbury 

Scort, » Rowenn, Bead, Seeuenes May 23 at 1 Off Rec, 

Simpson, ape - Tailor May 2 at 3 

Sur Hownr Grorar, , Builder May 22 at 12 
"OM Ree, 1, St Aldate’s, 


Suits, Hoon "Tuomas, Wwaase Henny a and Joun 


= ENRY a png ae May 28 atil 
SoLioway, Cannas Fox, rw ie Farmer, May 23 at 12 
Off Ree, 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Sreammvot x, Bournemouth, Painter Moy 22 at 


vi he cua er Sas Fem 


sina Wit.1am, Radcliffe, Druggist May 23at1i 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 


, Haverford Saddler May 23 at 12.80 
Tuomas, Jonny west, y 
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Lane, Durham, Medical 


Warres, Tuomas, Easin 
Bota: Off Rec, 25, John st, Sun- 


gton 
nist May 23 at 2.30 


W. i, Cc Derb M 

ALMSLEY, CLEMENTINA, y, Gree ay 21 at 

12 Off . St James's chmbrs, De by 

Way, Cuaries U RIAH, Kinson, Blacksmith May 22 at 1 
Off Rec, Salisbury 

Woon, tsrazt, Gt Grimsby, Clothier May 23 at 12 Off 
Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of the 11th May : 

Mocroxup, Epwarp, Charlton, Kent. Tailor May 24 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Autatt, Frep, Huddersfield, Greengrocer 
Pet May 10 Ord May 10 
Baryetey, Artavr, Foleshill, nor -- Engineer 
Coventry Pet April11 Ord May 1 
Busn, Wii.1am, Cheltenham, Builder Pet 
April 20 Ord May 11 
Burcuer, Cartes, Hexry Burcnuer, 
Butrcuner, Ecclesfield, Ironfounders 
May9 Ord May 10 
Carrer, Josern, pent, Accountant 
21 Ord May 11 
Cuartton, Emma, Kirkham, Licensed Victualler 
Pet May 10 Ord Ma 
Crawrorp, Epwarp, Kidlington, General Dealer Oxford 
May 3 Ord May 10 
Cross, Freperic, Poole, Accountant Poole Pet April 23 
Ord May 10 
CruiksHank, Wi.tiram Anprew, Canterbury, 
Canterbu Pet May 10 Ord May 11 
Fancrtt, Groroe, 8t Leonards on Sea, Milliner Hastings 
Pet May5 Ord May 10 
GLEpniLt, Ty yaa We Yorks, Confectioner Dews- 
et May 2 Ord May 
Gray, Saran, Grantham, Widow Nottingham Pet April 
14 Ord May 11 
Hoxrorp, Mary Catuerive. and Joux Watson Horvorp, 
Liverpool, Trunk Manufacturers Liverpool Pet May 
10 Ord May 10 
Jixxs, Ganerettey Many, Marylebone, Mantle Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet April19 Ord May 10 
Jones, Jonyx, Lilanwonno, Glam, Innkeeper Pontypridd 
Pet ag ny Ord May 10 
Keatine, Wit.1am, Finsbury ~ Meat Salesman High 
Pet May9 Ord 
Laxg, Watrer, Thatcham, eoee 
May 8 
Maxtiy, Witiian, Shrewsbury, Butcher Shrewsbury Pet 
April 24 "May 7 7 
Mircurssox, Jonx, Lamplugh, Cumb, Farmer Whitehaven 
Pet 8 Ord May 106 
Newnay, Ricuanp, Wordsley, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Stourbridge Pet May 4 Ord May 8 
Pempertox, Warwick, Warwick Warwick Pet April 18 
ay 9 
Petcns, Jonx Rovert, Kidderminster, Seer s Assistant 
Kidderminster Pet May7 Ord May 
Ropenrs, Davin Grirrirn, Pogelly, Tailor Aberystwith 
Pet 21 May 1 
Simpson, ee Manc Leer. Tailor Pet 
A Ord May 11 
Boxigiay, Cuarxes Fox, Blockley, Farmer Banbury Pet 
1 


Huddersfield 


gf 


and Fras 
Barnsley Pet 
Plymouth Pet 


Preston 


Clothes 


Newbury Pet April 


Manchester 


Burra, Hexay Gro Gerorce, Padbury, Builder Banbury Pet 
Sarru, pi rgd a het rd, Potter High Court Pet April 
6 Ord Ma 


yi 
Twiss, Tuomas, Haydock, Builder 
10 Ord May 10 
Varepexsvunc, Epric Watcorr, Hyde Park, Author 
Court out Agee 6 Ord May 9 


Warrington Pet May 


High 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


es / 23.—Mesers. Eowis Fox & Bovsrigup, at the Mart, 

C., at 2 o'clock, a Freehold Estate and Long Leasehold 
y (see advertisement, May 5, p. 448). 

May ‘esers. W. W. Reap & Co., at the Ravensbourne 

Catford Hill, 8.E., at 60 clock, Freehold and Lease- 

bmw Shops, ‘and Dwelling- houses, Freehold 
a Freehold Building Estate (see 

as ly Re 


28, p. 428). 

isnwortn & Sreveys, at the Mart, 

nat 2 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Properties aad 
ved Grownd-rent (see advertisements, May 5, 





12, p. 
73 esTe. 5 Woon, & Co., at the Mart, E.C., | 
at 2 o'clock, a Freehold Residential Property (see adver- | 
tisements, May 5, p. 448; May 12, p. 4). | 
May 25.—Mr. H. J. Bromuter (in conjunction with Mr. 
J. E. Surrn), at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold 
Ground- and ies (see advertisement, this | 
week, p. 


484). 
May 25.—Mesers. Exiis & Sox, at the Mart, E.C., a Free- | 
hold Residential Property and a Leasehold paneenee see 
vertasements, May 5, p. 447; May 12, 
2%.—Mr. Rosrkrr Rep, at the Mart, ce. at 20’clock, 
Property (see advertisements, May 12, p.4; this 
week, p. 484). 


AU letters intended for "publication in the 
“Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated | 





Bubecription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 


cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post-| — 


oe 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 

268. ; by Post, 28s. SotictTors’ JOURNAL, 
266. Od. ; by "Post, 28s, Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, | 
6s. 6d. 


A 


LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, GRAY’S INN ROAD, 
CLAPHAM COMMON, and GIPSY HILL. 


In the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division.—Mr. 
Justice Stirling, 1894, C. No. 178.—To be SOLD by AUC- 
TION, pursuant to an order in an action re Beaumont’s 
Settlements and Will—Beaumand and another v. Sutton 
4 others, with the approbation of Mr. Justice Stir- 
ing. 

N AR "aL FRED RICHARDS, " the MART, 

4 EC.,on WEDNESDAY, MAY 30, at “ve pre- 

cisely, in Lots, the following valuable PROPERTIES 


FREEHOLDS. 
48, and 50, GRAY’S INN ROAD, W.C., all let on 


annum. 
pham-common, let on lease at 


44, 
leases and producing £600 


7. THE PAVEMENT, 


£120 per annum. 
LEASEHOLDS. 

5, LANCASTER PLACE, Strand, let on lease expiring 
in 8] years at £200 per annum, but worth considerably 
more, and held for 27 years at £26 per annum. 

GIPSY HILL.—GROUND RENTS of £183 103. per 
annum, arising out of 28 private residences, Nos. 71, 73, 
and 75, and 77, Gipsy-hill, and 1 to 23, Becondale-road (and 
land adjacent), Gipsy-hill, of the estimated rack rental 
value of £850 per annum, held for a term of 62 years. 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of Messrs. 
Stoneham & Son, Solicitors, 150 and 151, Fenchurch-street, 
E.C.; Mr. Jas. Robinson, Solicitor, 23, Philpot-lane, E.C. ; 
Messrs. Sismey & Sismey, Solicitors, 11, Serjeants’-ian, 
Fleet-street, E.C.; and of the Auctioneer, No. 18, Finsbury- 
circus, E.C., and 816, High- roa i, Tuttenbam. 


f BU SSEX. 


In the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division, Mr. Jus- 
tice Stirling, 1894, C No. 178.—A very attractive Freehold 
Residential Property, known as Beaumonts, Fay Gate, 
situate ten minutes’ walk from the Fay Gate Station, on 
the L.B. and 8.C. Railway, 3} miles from am, 
seventy minutes from London, and in one of the loveliest 
spots in the country, commanding grand views over an 
extensive tract of country, including the Surrey hills and 
St. Leonard’s Forest. It comprises a gentleman’s resi- 
dence, containing three reception and nine bed rooms. 
and offices, stabling for three horses, coach-house an 
coachman’ s-house, cowhouse, beautiful pleasure grounds. 
tennis lawn, shrubberies, kitchen garden, ornamental 
lake, and well-timbered park-like pater the whole 
extending r to 54a. 2r. - and embracing several very 

valuable ‘building sites 'o be SOLD by AUCTION by 


i R. ALFRED RICHARDS, at the MART, 
4 Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on WEDNESDAY, MAY 
30, at TWO precisely, in One or Three Lots, pursuant to an 
order in an action Re Beaumont’s Settlements and Will, 
Beamand and another v. Sutton and others, with the ap- 
probation of Mr. Justice Stirling. 

Particulars, plans, and conditions of sale may be had of 
Messrs. Stoneham & Sons, 150 and 151, Fenchurch-street, 
E.C.; Mr. James Robinson, 23, Philpot-lane, E.C.; Messrs. 
Sismey & Sismey, 11, Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-street, E. U; 
of the Auctioneer, 18, Finsbury-cireus, E.C, 


DULWICH. 
By Order of Trustees.—Valuable Freehold Ground-rents, 
Hotel, Business, and House Property. 
R. H. J. BROMLEY (in conjunction 
4 with Mr. J. E. SMITH) is instructed to SELL by 
AUCTION, at the MART, E.C., on FRIDAY, MAY 25, at 
TWO, 


FREEHOLD GROUND RENTS 
Rever- Eatimated Grown ae 


sion in 
Years. 


and 


Description. 





Nos. 13, 15, 16, 17, > & 
23, 25, 27, 28 28, 29, 30, 31, 
and 34, Park- . 

Nos. 27, 29, 31, 33, 50, 52, 61, 
63, 71, 77, 79, 81, and 83, 

Rosendale-road . 47to069| 580 


FREEHOLD PROPERTIES. 


The Rosendale Hotel ; let - lease at 
The Rosendale Dairy; let a 
Nos. 85 and 87, ee BR he 
No. 36, Martell-road ; let at 
No. 10, Park-road ; let at 


.. | 65 070 £700 £119 


| 103 


- 130 
89 
80 
75 
55 


Total annual income .. --£6651 9 6 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be had of Messrs. 
F. R, Smith & Sons, Solicitors, 133, Aldersgate-street; Mr. 
J. E. Smith Estate Agent, Dulwich ; or of the Auctioneer, 


let at... 


| 1a, Wood-street, E.C,, and at West Norwood and Forest- 
hill. 


AUCTION SALES. 
ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 
take place MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 
every description of House Property. Printed terms can 
be had on application at their Offices. Messrs, Field & 


| Sons undertake surveys of all kinds, and give special 


attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offices: 
54, Borough High-street, and 52, Chancery-lane, W.C. 





NVESTMENT.—Exceptional opportunity. 
—Shares in an Established Hotel, doing a profitable 

business, in most select health resort on ‘the Continent ; _ 

perty freehold, and present proprietor leaves greater po 

tion of price on fixed in er with the orivent 

management ; aristocratic le.— wine Arey, a ee, 

Horst, care of Street & Co., 30, Vornhil 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1894. 


ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
ivi CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the follo 
days have been fixed for their SALES during the year 
to be held at the Auction Mart, Tokenbouse-yard, near the 


Bank of pagent, E.C. : 
Wed., May 30 Thurs., July 26 Thurs., Oct. 25 
Thurs., June 7 Thurs., Aug. 2 | urs,, Nov. 1 
Thurs., June 14 Wed., Ang. <A Thurs., Nov. 15 
Wed., June 20 Thurs., | Thurs., Noy. 29 
Thurs., June 28 Thurs., Bent 13 Fe . Dee, 4 
Thurs., July 12 Th | * hurs., Dee. 13 
Thurs., July 19 Thurs., on rr 

Other agpeinpmants for immediate Sales will also be 
arrang 

oe. ” Farebrother, Ellis, Clark, & Co. publish in the 
advertisement columns of “The Times” every Saturday 
a list of their forthcoming Sales by Auction. They 
also issue from time to time schedules of ‘properties to be let 
or sold, comprising landed and residential estates, farms, 
freehold and leasehold houses, City offices and wareh 

und-rents, and investments generally, which will be 

forwarded free of charge on 2; tion.—No. 29, Fleet- 

street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. 


SUMMARY OF AUCTIONS 
to be held by MESSRS. 
frAke BROTHER, ELLIS, CLARK, & CO., 
At the AUCTION MART, E.C., 


On WEDNESDAY, 30th MAY, 1894. 


Very attractive FREEHOLD ) RESIDENTIAL ESTATE 
of about 140 acres, about two miles from Potter's Bar 
Station on the Great Northern lin line. 


Comfortable COUNTRY "RESIDENCE, in the pleasant 
village of Northaw. 


Delightful FREEHOLD RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY 
¢ not 22} acres, in a lovely position, close to Burnham 
eeches 


A valuable FREEHOLD RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY 
of about seven acres, close to St. Leonards and Hastings. 


Superior FAMILY RESIDENCE on the top of the hill 
at Beckenham, with stabling and gardens, and grounds of 
about two acres. 


Valuable LEASEHOLD INVESTMENTS, producing 
£1,060 per annum, secured upon premises within a few 
doors of the Strand, includiaz a Wnluable well-known fully- 
licensed public- house. 

29, FLEET STREET, TEMPLE BAR, 
18, OLD BROAD STREET, E.C., 
and 
191, FINCHLEY ROAD, HAMPSTEAD. 


- FREEHOLD.—NEW BOND STREET. 


ON FRIDAY NEXT.—Im Grattan Business Premises, on 
the west side, between Grafton-street and Old Bond- 
street, and nearly opposite to Burlington-gardens. Let 
on lease, at the low rent of £1,250 pe annum until 1904, 
— it is one > rental yon and ng £2,000 per annum 


tained. 
M* ROBERT REID will SELL, at the 
MART, e: yy 4 NEXT, MAY 25, at TWO 
° ok precisely, i One Lot, very important and 
Valuable FREEHOLD PROPERTY, comprising extensive 
business premises, Nos. 175 and 176, New Bond - street, 
most desirably situated, being on the west side, between 
Sestineion easton, “anetioah Old Bond-street, » opt Sanely opvomie to 
a ington. one 0 e finest t ng 
positions in the West End jted of London. The premises are 
of handsome elevation, and for the greater part of modern 
construction, and have a frontage of 33 ft. 6 in , a depth of 
66 ft. 10 in., and a su area of 2,000 square feet, and 
contain spacious showrooms on the grouad and first floors 
and basement, in the occupation of Messrs. Windover & 
Co. (Limited), coachbuilders; three suites Id four a 
and well-proportioned rooms on the second, third, 
fourth floors, approached from New Bond-street by a spa- 
cious entrance and handsome staircase; and six rooms, 
including accommodation for a housekeeper, on the fifth 
floor. e whole let on lease to Mr. M‘Dowell, for a term 
of 21 years from June 24, 1883, determinable by lessee at 
the expiration of three, seven, or fourteen years, at the 
low rent of £1,260 per annum. The premises may be 
viewed by permission of the ag 
Particulars, with plan, py & obtained of Messrs. 
cn Dalton, Hitchins, & abant, gy be a 
ace, Conduit-street, W.; at the Mart, E.C.; and of Mr. 
Robert bert Reid, No. 51, Great Mariborough-street, W. 


EDE AND SON, 


ope 9 feibah maxens. 


BY rhoag 7 APPOINTMENT 
To a ital bench. e Lord Corporation of Lond Whole of the 





ROBES FOR —_— COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University und Olergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


| 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





a ee . notte 





